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INTRODUCTION 



The concept of the least restrictive environment has been focased upbh 
by boeal Education Agencies, State Education Agencies, and Institutions of 
Higher Education since the passage of Public Law 94-142. One requirement 
of the individual education program (lEP) for each handicapped pupil is a 
descriptidh of the extent to which that pupil will participate in regular 
education programs. Experience indicates that the less handicapped will 
receive a greater extent of their education in regular classes. The least 
restrictive environment will be different for different handicapped pupils. 
The environment which is least restrictive also changes over time for less 
handicapped pupils. As special education and related services benefit the 
pupil, he/she becomes more involved in regular education. The length of 
time it takes for a pupil to be gradually phased into the regular classroom 
also varies dramatically from pupil to pupil. It may be from weeks for one 
pupil to mbriths or even years for another. During that gradual integration 
jDrbcesSi regular teachers are becoming increasingly involved in providing 
for meeting these pupils' needs. 

According to Brinegar (1979), the promise of the least restrictive 
alternative is that teachers, school administrators and parents will actually 
place the child first. Although the concept of the least restrictive 
alternative has received acceptance by the special educator (Kebgh S Levitt^ 
1976), there is evidence that some regular educators are opposed to its 
implemeritatibri (Jbyce^ McNair, Diaz^ HcKibbi ri^ Waterman ^ S Baker * 1977). 
AttitUdinal problems are one of the Uppermost barriers to overcome in 
implementing the least restrictive alternative (Allen, 1980; Dodd, 1980; 
Tice, 1979). 



Resistance to maihstreamirig is becbmirig more widespread as Unforeseen 
problems surface to bewilder administrators and teachers alike (Dixoni Shaw, 
& Bensky, 1980). Much of the discontent stems from fear and lack of 
clarification of the responsibilities of and competencies needed by regular 
education teachers and special education personnel (Paul & Warnock, 1980). 

Cortright (1980) reported the results of the National Education Association 
Teacher Opinion Poll. From the 1,777 teachers completing the surveys, 64% 
thought that schools do not provide enough help for the regular classroom 
teachers who have mainstreamed students* 

Price and Ringlaben (1981) found that a large percentage of regular 
classroom educators feel totally unprepared for the integration of the 
exceptional child into their classroom. 

The regular classrobrri teacher needs training to meet the individual 
academic arid social needs of pupils with mild handicapping conditions. 
Teachers have voiced the need for adequate inservice education in implementing 
the least restrictive alternative. Many receiving teachers feel ill equipped 
and do not possess the skills necessary to meet the needs of mairistreamed 
children (Allen, 1980; Davidson, 1980; Burdg, Garperiter^ Graham^ S Hudson^ 1980; 
Davidson, 1980; Hudson, Graham & Warner, 1979; Peterson^ 198Q; Simon S Gillman, 
1979; Stephens & Brown, 1980; Tiee, 1979; Warreri* 1979; and Williams S 
Algozinne, 1979). 

It is difficult for the regular classroom teacher to return to Institutions 
of Higher Education for competence in educating these pupils. Further, 
cdUrsework is nnt necessarily the most efficacious means of ensuring that 
trained teachers deliver appropriately designed instructional interventions 
to handicapped pupils in regular classrooms. There is an express need for 
on-site staff development for the regular classroom teacher to meet the 
individual needs of these pupils. On-site trairiirig has an advantage of 
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allowing for jdb~embedded field experiences to jDractice techniques learned 
during ihservice training. 

This final report describes a three-year Regular Education Ihservice (REGI) 
project tl.dt was a collaborative effort of Virginia Commonwealth University and 
LEA personnel from Chesterfield County and Richmond Public Schools. 
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The goals- and objectives for Project CRITERIA (Chesterfiild/Richmdnd 
Inservice Teacher Education for Regular Instructional Areas) span the three 
years of the project. These are listed below, as amended (due to finding 
levels being below those requested) arid stated in the continuation proposal 
arid letters to GPMD, 

Goals arid Objectives for the First Year 

1. A comprehensive regular education inservice program will be 
implemented for elementary teachers in Chesterfield County 
Public Schools. 

2. Twenty-three teams of three members per buildirig, iricludirig 
an administrator (principal or assistant priricipal), special 
education teacher, and regular educatidri teacher^ will be 
trained in the skills riecessary to develop and maintain the 
iri service program. 

3. All of the elemeritary teachers, including regular and special 
classroom teachers, will be trained in competencies heeded 
for educating the mildly handicapped pupil who is being 
gradually phased into the regular classroom. 

4. There will be a variety of opporturii ties for commUrii eating 
aspects of the project with interested professionals in the 
State of Virginia as well as larger professional community. 

Goals and -Objectives for Second Year were : 

1. A compreherisive regular educatidri Inservice program will be 

completed fdr elemeritary teachers in Chesterfield County Public 
Schddls. 
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2: A comprehensive regular edacatiori ihserviee program will be 
completed for Eyci^ I elementary teachers (15 schools) in 
the Richmond Public Schools (RPS). 

3. Teams of three per building (including the curriculum specialist, 
regular clcissrbom teacher, and teacher of the handicapped) 

from Cycle I schools will be trained in the skills necessary 
to develop and maintain the inservice program. 

4. All of the elementary teachers, including regular and special 
classroom teachers, from Cycle I schools in RPS will be trained 
in competencies needed for educating the mildly handicapped 
pupil who is being gradually phased into the regular classroom. 

5. Opportunities for communicating aspects of Project CRITERIA 
with interested professionals in Virginia arid larger professional 
commuriity will be pursued via brochure, articles, and presentation 
at conferences. 

Goals and Objectives for Third Yea r were: 

■ ' ; 

1. A comprehensive regular education inservice program will be 
completed for Cycle II elementary teachers (14 schools) in 
the Richmond Public Schools. 

2. Teams of three per building (including the curriculum specialist^ 
regular classroonj teacher, and teacher of the haridi capped) from 
Cycle II schools in RPS will be trairied iri the skills necessary 
to develop arid maintairi the iriservice program. 

3. All of the elemeritary teachers, including regular and special 
classroom teachers ^ from Cycle II schools in RPS will be trained 
In competencies needed for educating the rnildly handicapped 
pupil who is being gradually phased into the regular classroom. 

.b e/ 
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Oppdrturiities for cqmnium' eating aspects of Project CRITERIA 
with interested professionals in Virginia and larger prbfessioriel 
community will be pursaed via brochure, articles, arid preseritatidn 
at conferences. 
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ACCOMPLISHMENTS 

The accomplishments to date are listed in chronological order. Some 
of these were listed in the continuation proposals and will be repeated 
so a gestalt is evident. 

Accompli shmerits to Date 
198D 

May ;,Met with central office personnel (assistant superin- 

tendent, director of elementary instruction, assistant 
director of pupil services, program specialist for 
inservice, and supervisor for primary language arts) 
to plan for implemehtatiori of Project CRITERIA, 

Designed needs assessment iristrumerit which was distri- 
buted to all regular elementary teachers. 

The Direetbr of Elementary Instruction and Assistant 

Director of Pupil Services met with county principals 

* _ _ ^^--^^ 

to discuss the project and establish effective public 

relations . 

Field consultants were selected from the 23 school s-- 
at least one of whom would attend the sumrrier trainfng 
sessions, 

June Hired project manager^ summer institute specialist, 

secretary* and graduate assistant. 
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AccQmplishmerits to Date 

Revised budget to reflect changes in emphasis--subnii tted 
to BEH- 

Project staff and LEA persdrinel developed 13 ihstruetiorial 
sequences--working drafts to be used in duly training. 

Project staff designed training sessions to be imple- 
mented in duly; 

Needs assessment data collated and analyzed* 

duly Forty of the 75 field consultants attended a five-day 

training/work institute which included: 

- developing introductory, foniiative, and application 
activities to be used with each instructional sequence. 

- reacting to presentation material from each instruc- 
tional sequence and suggesting modifications and 
additions. 

- devising test questions for each instructional 
sequence. 

- demohstratibn of key instructional sequences by 
project staff. 

- listing concerns or anticipated problem areas 

Five key LEA personnel further refined the sequence on 
teaching strategies and developed handout for teachers. 

Met with media consultant to determine final brganizatidh 
and format for iristruetidrial sequences. 
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Accomiilj-shjnents- j:OL date 

V 

August- Project staff refined working drafts of sequences 

September 

developed during the five-day training sessions. 

Gohsultaht (Ms. Helen Almarizaj evaluated iristructibrial 
sequences as the final working drafts were completed. 

the LEA Assistant Director for Pupil Services (Ms, Jody 
Sands) evaluated instructional sequences and obtained 
input from other key personnel (e.g., school psycholo- 
gists). 

Project Director (Dr. Rosemary Lambie) attended NIN- . 
sponsored Project Director's meeting. 

A steering committee of one principal frdrn each of the 
four administrative teams arid a chairperson were 
appbirited. 

A revised budget was submitted to GPMD so that the LEA 
: would receive subcontracted dollars. 

October 'The original 13 instructional sequences ware combined 

and reorganized to include the fbllbwirig: 

- Phasing Handicapped Students iritb Regular Classrooms 

- PL 94-142 

- Special Educatibri and Related Services 

- Assessment and Educational Planning 



Accomplishments to Date 

- Managing Surface Behavior 

- Behavior Management 

- Adaptation of Materials, Instraction, and Assighmerits 

- Peer Tutoring 

Revision and editing of the nine iristructidnal sequences 
continued. 

The steering committee met for two hours and consid?»red 
the concerns voiced by field consultants. The recom- 
mendatidns included: 

- providing LEA paid university credit to all field 
consultants 

- providing NCC credit for all participants 

- making ihservicein all sequences mandatory for 
all instructional staff 

- secjueriee of delivery of iriservice topics to be 
the same for all schools 

- couritywide inservice days in 1981^82 to be 
devoted to Project CRITERIA 

- the following timeline be used countywide: 

February 1981 - Public Law 94-142 

March 1981 - Special Education and Related 
Services 

April 1981 - Phasing Handicapped Students 
into Regular Classrooms 

*August 1981 - Managing Surface Behavior 

- Adaptatiohs of Materials, Instruc- 
tion and Assignments 

*Octdber 1981 - Behavior Management 



*Countywide inservice days 
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November 1981 - Peer Tutoring 



December 1981 - Assessment and Educational 
Planning 



October 16 

October 20 
November 



Decanber 



Project staff planned October kick-off session involving 
all field consultants in publicity campaign. 

Fall kick-off began publicity campaign— all field 
consultants attended. 

Continuation grant submitted to 0SE. : 

Project staff completed arid had the Phasing module 
pririted for Chesterfield County. 

Project staff trained 75 field consultants from 
Chesterfield County in general inservice delivery 
skills. This full day training session was held ori 
November 20. The schedule for the session is included 
in Appendix A on page 59 . The field consultants' 
evaluation of the trairiirig is reported in Appendix B 
dri page 92. 

Prddect arid LEA staff trained the 75 field consultants 
from Chesterfield County to deliver the module entitled 
"Phasing Handicapped Students into Regular Classes." 
The schedule for the session is included in Appendix A 
on page 70 . The field consultants' pbsttest scores are 
reported in Appendix Con page 11 Field cbrisultants' 



EKLC 



Accomplishments to Date 

evaluatidh of the training is reported in Appendix B 
on page 93; 

1981 

January The 75 field consultants in ehesterfield delivered the 

3-hour inservice module, "Phasing Handicapped Students 

into Regular Classes," to the 800 elementary teachers 

at the building level. Trainee posttest results are 
I 

reported in Appendix D oh pagell9. Trainers' self- 
evaluatioh results are reported in Appendix E on page 122. 

Project and LEA staff completed and printed module on 
"Public Law 94-142" for Chesterfield. 

All field consultants were invited to attend a special 
showing of "Kids on the Block." 

February Project and LEA staff trained the 75 Chesterfield field 

consultants in two full-day sessions on January 30 and 
February 4, The Public Law module was modeled. The 
schedule for the February 4 session is included in 
Appendix A on page 71. The field consultants' posttest 
scores are reported in Appendix C oh pagellB. Field 
consultants' evaluation of the training is reported in 
Appendix B on page 94. 

The 75 ehesterfield field consultants delivered the 

two arid one-half hoUr inservice module "Public Law 94-142" 



EKLC 



t IE 



±3 



Accomplishments to bate 

to the 800 elementary teachers at the bull ding level oh 
February 16; Trainee posttest results are reported in 
Appendix B on page 119. 

March Project and bEA staff completed the module entitled 

"Special Education arid Related Services*" arid had it 
pririted for Ghesterf ield. 

Project staff collated teacher eval4jations for the 
Phasing and Public Law modules for Chesterfield. These 
will be run through the computer after the completiori 
of all training sessions in Chesterfield Gbtirity^ 

Project and bEA staff presented a sessibri dri Project 
CRITERIA at the Virgiriia CdUricil for Exceptiorial 
Childreri Gbrifererice. 

April Project and LEA staff trained the 75 Chesterfield field 

consultants to deliver the module "Special Education 
and Related Services" (SE/RtT) on April 7. The schedule 
for this session is included in Appendix Abri page 72 . 
The field consultants' posttest scbres are repbrted iri 
Appendix Cbri page llfi. Field cbrisultarits' evaluation 
of the trairiirig is reported iri Apperidix B ori page 95; 

' The Chesterfield field consultants delivered the one and 
one-half hour SE/RLT module to the 800 elementary 
teachers during after school sessions at the buildirig 
level . 

17 
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AccbrTijjIishmerits to Date 

Trainee pdsttest scores are reported in Appendix D 
on page n 9. Trainers' self-evaluation results are 
reported in Appendix Eon page 122. 

Project and LEA staff delivered the Phasing and Public 
Law modules to teachers who had been absent during the 
presentation in the Chesterfield Schools. 

May Project staff collated evaluative data from the SE/RtT 

module from Chesterfield, 

Project and LEA staff completed the final draft of the 
Assessment module and had it printed for Chesterfield. 

the project director completed an article on inservice 
training. The title of the article is "Avoiding Mouse- 
traps or Getting Away with the Cheese in Inservice 
Delivery." 

dune Project staff completed the "Managing Surface Behavior" 

module and had it printed for later use in Chesterfield 
County. 

Project staff conducted a four-day summer institute for 
the 47 Richmond Public School field consultants from . 
Cycle I. This was held dune 22-25. Activities included: 

- developing introductory, formative, and appTi cation 
activities to be used with new inservice ntodules 

- reacting to presantati bh material from each inservice 
module and suggesting modifications and additions 



EKLC 



t 18 



15 

Accomplishments to Date 

- devising test questions for each inservice module 

- demonstration of key inservice modules by project 
staff 

Schedules are included on paqes 76-79 arid field corisultants 
evaluation of the t^?^iriing is ori pades 76-79, 

Project staff completed the "Behavior Management" module 
for Chesterfield £burity and had it printed. 

July Project staff completed the "Characteristics ^ Attitudes 

arid Phasirisf" module for the Cycle f schools in Richmdhd 
and had it printed. 

August Project staff trained the 75 Chesterfield field corisultarits, 

in two full -day sessioris, to deliver the Mariagirig Surface 
Behavior arid Behavior Mariagemerit modules. The schedules 
for these two days are included iri ApjDeridix A on jDage 73. 
The field corisultarits' jDbsttest scores are rejDdrted in 
ApjDeridix 6 bri page 115. Field consultants' evaluation of 
the training is reported in Appendix B on pages 95.97 . 

The 75 field consultants in Chesterfield delivered the 
3-hour Managing Surface Behavior module on August 26. 
Eight hundred teachers were trained at the buildirig level i 
On August 27, the field consultants delivered the 5-hbur 
Behavior Mariagement module. Trainee jDbsttest scbres are 
reported iri Appendix D bri-jDage 119, Trainers' self- 
evaluation results are reported in Appendix e on page 122. 

19 
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Accomplishments J:o Date 

Project arid LEA staff trained all new teachers iri 
ehesterfield County. The three modules preserited 
included those presented the previous year— Phasing, 
Public baw, arid Related Services. 

September Project staff completed the Adaptations module for 

Chesterfield and had it printed. 

Project staff trained the 47 Cycle I Ricjhmond field 
consultants in general inservice delivery skills on 
September 11. The schedule for this session is 
included iri Apperidix A on page 80. Field consul tarits' 
evaluatiori of the trainirig is reported iri Apperidix B ori 
page 104. 

Project arid LEA staff trained the 75 Chesterfield field 
consul tarits to deliver the "Assessment" module on 
September 23. the schedule for this session is included 
in Appendix A on page 74. The field consultants' post- 
test scores are reported in Appendix C on page 116. Field 
consultants' evaluatiori of the training is reported iri 
Apperidix Bori page 98. 

October the 75 Chesterfield cbrisul tarits delivered the Assessmerit 

module to the 800 teachers at the building level. Trainee 
posttest scores are reported in Appendix D on page 119. 
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Accomplishments to Date 



Trainers' self-^va1 uation results are reported in 
Appendix E on page 12E. 

Project staff trained the 75 ehesterfield consultants 
to deliver the Adaptations and Peer Tutoring module on 
October 9. The schedule for this session is included 
in Appendix A oh page 75 . Field consultants' scores 
are reported in Appendix C bh page 115. Field con- 
sultants' evaluatidh of the training is reported in 
Appendix B on page 99. 

Project staff trained the 47 Cycle I Richmond field 
consultants to deliver the Characteristics, Attitudes, 
and Phasing module on October 36. The schedule for this 
session is included in Appendix A on page 81 , The field 
cbhstiltants* pbsttest scbres are repbrted in Appendix C 
bri page 117. Field cbh- 

sultahts' evaluation of the training is reported in 
Appendix B on page 105. 

Brochures on Project CRITERIA were printed and mailed 
to LEAs in Virginia. 

November The 75 Chesterfield field consultants delivered the 4-hbur 

Adaptations module oh Nbvember 2. The 2-hbur Peer Tutbring 
module was tb be presented on another date in Nbvember or 
December. Both modules were delivered to the 800 teachers 
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Accditipl ishrtients to bate 

at the building level • Trainee posttest scores are 
reported in Appendix D on page 11 a. Trainers' self- 
evaluation results are reported in Appendix E on page 122, 

Project staff collated evaluative data frdm the 
ehesterfield Schools Managing Surface Behavior module. 

The 47 Cycle I Richmond field consul tants delivered 
the 2-hour "EharacteristieSi; Attitudes^ and Phasing" 
module during staff develdpmeht sessions. Five hundred 
teachers received the training at the building level, 
trainee posttest scores are reported in Appendix D on 
page 12Q. Trainers' self-evaluation results are reported 
in Appendix E on page 122i 

December The continuation proposal was submitted to the Department 

of Educatidh. 

The 75 Chesterfield consul tahts delivered the Peer 
Tutoring mc^Sule to the 800 teachers at the building level. 
Trainee posttest scores are reported in Appendix D on 
page 11 a. 

Project staff revised the inservice module titled 
''Managing Surface Behavior" and printed it for later 
implemehtatidn in Cycle I Richmond, schools. - 
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Accomplishments to Date 
1982 

January Project staff trained the 47 Cycle I field consultants to 

deliver the "Managing Surface Behavior" module in Richmond 
schools- The schedule for this session is included in 
Appendix A on page 82 , The field consul tahts ' posttest 
scores are reported in AppendixG bh page 117,. Field 
cdhsultahts' evaluation of the training is reported in 
Appendix B on page 106, 

The 47 Cycle I field consultants delivered the "Managing 
Surface Behavior" module to 500 teachers at the building 
level in Cycle i Richmond schools. Trainee posttest 
scores are reported in Appendix H on page 120. Trainers' 
self -evaluation results are reported In Appendix E on 
page 123. 

Project staff revised and finalized the module titled 
"Adaptations of Instruction^ Materials, and Assignments'' 
for the Cycle I Richmond schools. 

February Project staff collated evaluative data from "Managing 

Surface Behavior" delivered in the Cycle I Richmond 
schools. 

Project stiff trained Cycle I field consultants to deliver 
the "Adaptations" module in Richmond schools. The sched- 
ule for that session is included in Appendix^ on page 83. 
The field consultants^ posttest scores are reported In 
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Accomplishments to Date 

Appendix C on pagell?. Field consultants' evaluatibri 
of the training is reported in Appendix B on page 107. 

The 47 Cycle I field consultants delivered the 
"Adaptations'* module to 500 teachers at the building 
level in Richmond. Trainee pdsttest scores are reported 
in Appendix D bh pagel20. Trainers' self-evaluation of 
the training is reported in Appendix E on page 123. 

The Project Director and Manager attended the NIN 
Project Director's meeting in Arlington. 

March Project staff revised and finalized the module entitled 

"Peer Tutoring'' for the Cycle I Richmond schools. 

' Project staff collated evaluative data from the Adaptations 

module delivered in the Cycle I Richmond schools. 

Project staff trained the 47 Cycle I field consultants 
to deliver the "Peer Tutoring" module to Cycle I 
trainers in Richmond. The schedule for this session is 
included in Appendix A on page 84. The field consultants' 
posttest scores are reported in Appendix C on page 117. 
Field consultants' evaluation of training is reported in 
Appendix B on page 108. 

April The 47 Cycle I field consultants delivered the Peer 

Tutoring module to 500 teachers at the building level in 

24 
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AccbrripiishrTients to Date 

Richmond schools. Trainee posttest scores are reported 
in Appendix D on page 12Q. Trainers* self-evaluation 
results are reported in Appendix E on page 123. 

Project staff collated evaluative data from the Peer 
Tutoring module delivered in the Cycle I Richmond 
schools. 

May The prbjeet staff prepared for the 3-day summer institute 

for Richmond Cycle II fiey consultants. 

The Project Director modified the goals and budget per 
the 49% cutbacic in funds and submitted them to SEP. See 
Appendix F oage 125 for changes. 

The field consultants for 1982-83 grant year were 
selected from 14 new schools (Cycle 11) in Richmond. 

The Self-Cdricept module was begun for use with Cycle II 
trainers . 

June training sessions for the summer institute were finalized 

for Richmond Cycle 11 field consultants. * 

The 42 hew field consultants attended a three-day summer 

« 

i ris ti tute . Acti vi t i es i ncl ucfed : 

- develbpirig introductory * format! vei and application 
activities to be used with new inservice modules 

t 

- reacting to presentation material from eachinserviee 
module and suggesting modifications and additions 
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Accompi 1 shments ^p-Pa^ta^ 

- devising test questions for each inservice modal e 

- demonstration of key inservice modoles by project 
staff 

Schedules are inclodeB on paqes 85-87 and fiejd cbhsi l tahts ' 
evaluation of trainind is dri pages 109-110. 

Develbpmerit of the Self-Gbricept module cbhtiriued. 

duly Student assistant was rehired. 

the final draft of the "Characteristics and Attitudes" 
module was completed for use with the Cycle II field 
consultants in Richmond. 

The trainer of trainer's module was begun for use in 
September. The Self-Concept module was completed^ 

September The 42 hew field cbnsul tahts (Cycle II in Richmond) 

were trained in strategies for delivering inservice. 

The Adaptations module was completed and printed for 
use by the Cycle II field consultants in Richmond; 

Project staff trained the Cycle H field cbnsul tahts 
frbrri 14 schbbls tb deliver the Self-Concept and Charac- 
teristics rribdules at the butlding level in Richmond. ^ 
The schedule for this session is on page 88 . The field 
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Accdmjjlishmehts to Date 

consultants* posttest scores are reported on page 118. 
The field consultants' evaluation of training form is 
* on page 112; however, those data are missing because 
they were forgotten and left at Veu. 

The Project director responded to the supplemental 
award by sending the hew plans and budget to GPMD. 

October The-42 Gycle II field cbrisultarits from 14 schools 

delivered the Self-Cdricept module to 300 teachers at 
the building level in Richmond. Trainee posttest- 
scores are reported in Appendix H on page 121... Trainers* 
self-evaluation results are reported in AppendixE on 
page 124. 

Development of the trainer of trainer's module, the 
Managing Surface Behavior and Peer futdrihg modules 
continued. ^ 

The Project Director prepared a paper to deliver at 
the Virginia Professional Development Conference. 

November Development of the module on training trainers continued i 

and the Managing Surface Behavior module was completed 
and prMnted. 

Project staff collated and tabulated data dri the 
Self-£bhcept module. 
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Accompli shmehts to Date 

The 42 Cycle II field consultants from 14 schools 
delivered the Characteristics and Attitudes module to 
300 teachers at the building level in Richmond. 
Trainee posttest scores are reported in Appendix 0 on 
page 121. Trainers' self-evaluation results are 
reported in Appendix E oh page 124. 

The Project Director arid iristitute specialist made a 
preseritatibri bri training at the Virginia Professional 
Development Cdhferehce. 

December Evaluative data from the Characteristics and Attitudes 

module were tabulated by project staff. 

Development of the trainer of trainer's module continued 

1983 

dariuary Prbject staff trairied the Cycle II field cbrisjultarits 

frbm 14 schbbls tb deliver the Managing Surface Behavi br 
module at the building level in Richmond. The schedule 
for this session 1s included in Appendix A on page 89. 
The field consultants' posttest scores are reported in 
Appendix c on page 118. Field consultants' evaluation of 
training is reported in Appendix B on page 113. 

Evaluative data from the Self-Cbricept mbdule were 
tabulated by prbject staff. 
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Accomplishments to Bate 

The Peer Tutdrihg module was cdmpleted and printed. 

Development of the trainer of trainer's module 
cdhtiniled, 

February The 42 Cycle II field consultants delivered the Managing 

Surface Behavior module to 300 teachers at the 14 
schools in Richmond. Trainee posttest scores are 
reported in Appendix D on page 121. Trainers' self- 
evaluation results are reported in Appendix E on page 124. 

Project staff trained the Cycle II field cdnsultants 
frdm 14 schddls td deliver the Adaptations module at 
the building level in Richmond. The schedule for this 
session 1s Included in Appendix A on page 90 . The field 
consultants' posttest scores are reported in Appendix C 
on page HQ* Field consultants' evaluation of training 
is reported in Appendix B oh page 114, 

Development: of the trainer of trainer's module cdntinUed. 

March The 42 Cycle II field cdhsUltahts delivered the 

Adaptatidns mddule td 300 teachers at the l4 schools 
in Richmond. Trainee posttesv scores are reported in 
Appendix B on page 12T Trainers' self-evaluation' 
results are reported in Appendix E on page 124^ 




Accbmpi ishmerits to Date 

Prdject staff trained the Cycle II field consultants 
to deliver the Peer Tutoring module at the building 
level in Richmond. The schedule for this session is 
included in Appendix A on page 91 . The field consultants 
posttest scores are reported in Appendix C oh page 118. 
Field consultants' evaluation of training is reported ^ 
in Appendix B oh page 115. 

Evaluative data from the Adaptations module were 
tabulated by project staff. 

Development of the trainer of trainer's module continued. 

April The 42 Cycle IT field consultants delivered the Peer 

Tutoring module to 300 teachers at the 14 schools in 
Richmond. Trainee posttest scores are rejDorted in 
Appehdix 0 oh pagel21 , Trainers' self-evaluation 
results are reported in Appendix E bh page 124. 

The Project Director presented at the International 
Council for Exceptidhal Children Conference in Detroit. 

Development of the trainer of traiher^s module continued. 

Plans were beguh for the summative evaluatioh of the 
project. 

May Evaluative data from the Peer Tutoring module were 

tabulated by project staff. 
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Accompli stiments to Hate 

Two questionnaires were cbhstructed for use in the 
surrinative evaluation and distributed to the teachers 
and trainers in Richmond schools- (See pages 126-127. 

A meeting was held with Curriculum Specialists in 
Richmond Public Schools to discuss the summative 
evaluation process. 

The evaluator and project staff completed the formative 
evaluation results. 

The Project Director began writing the final report 
for the project, 

juhe-_ The Project Director completed the final report for 

August 

the project. 

the student assistant completed the tabulation of 
\results of the summative evaluation data. 

The external evaluator analyzed results of the summative 
data from the second and third year of the project 

The Project Director completed the trainer of trainers 
mbduTe. 
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EVALUATION AND DOCUMENTATION 



This section of the final report summarizes the findings from each 
of three cycles of teachers that v/ere trained. For simplicity, although 
Chesterfield County was carried over halfway through the second year, 
"First Year Fihdihqs" refers to Chesterfield County only. 

Two different external evaluators were used for the Project, They 
both chose different types of analyses ^ thus differences will be noted in 
First Year Findings and the remainder of the evaluative analyses- 

The questionnaires used for the formative evaluation also varied. 
Copies of these are included in Appendix H . The difference can be noted 
in a change from an 8 point to a 5 point scale. 

The plans for the sumnative evaluation changed, based upon input from 
the Survey Research Ihstitate at VCU. Rather than having an evaluation 
seminar, trainers were called and interviewed over the phone. The results 
of the interviews were used to construct two questidhriaires . One was sent 
to trainers and the other to the teachers who were trained. See Appendix G 
for copies of the questioririaires. Chesterfield County participated in the 
telephone interviews; however ^ there was mi scdmmuni cation by the Director 
of Elementary Instruction on the procedure for utilizing the questionnaire 
in the county. Due to his misinformation, it was not possible to have 
the questionnaire approved before the close of the school year. Thus, 
only second and third year data are included in the surmative evaluation. 
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Findinqs From Evaluation of First Year 

The data were analyzed using a 3 x 8 AN0VA (teacher type x module) for 
each question. Tables 1-3 present the means for the main effects of teacher 
type, module, and the interaction, and Table 4 shows the F statistics corre- 
sponding to each test. For the main effect of teacher type the analyses 
indicate that for six of the nine questions there was a significant differ- 
ence in the resjDOhses. For questions 2, 3, 5 and 6 the differences in means 
suggest that teachers classified in the "other" category rated the modules 
somewhat higher than regular or special educator teachers. Questions 8 and 9 
show a different pattern of results in which the special education and 
"other" teachers responded much more favorably than regular teachers. The 
results regarding the main effect of module indicate significant differences 
for all but one question, number three. The pattern of differences for all 
questions is similar, showing that the responses were generally most 
favorable toward modules 1, 4, 5, 7 and 8, and least favorable tbWard module 6. 
For question 8 the results show an Improvement in responses as different 
modules were administered^ indicating that teachers felt better prepared to 
Work with mains treamed children foil owing later modules than they did after 
the first two modules. The significant interactions suggest that for some 
questions (2, 5, 6 and 8) the responses of each teacher type were different 
depending on the module". For question 2, responses of regular teachers 
were, compared to other teacher types, higher in module 8 but lower in 
module 3. Question 5 showed similar results for module 8, but In module 4 
special education teachers were significantly less positive than the other 
teachers. Question 6 also indicated less positive responses by special 
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education teachers for module 4, and also showed less positive responses 
than regular teachers for module 8. For question eight special education 
teachers' responses to module 6 were mb'-e positive than other teacher types. 
Qtherwise, the pattern of differences between teacher types for all other 
modules supports the previously mentioned finding that the responses of 
regular teachers as indicated in questidhs 8 and 9 were consistently lower 
than special education and "other" teachers. 

Evaluating the results in relation to the scale employed, the, findings 
suggest that the participants reported very positive responses to the modules. 
Considering that the scale value of 8 was the most positive response possible 
(high or positive) and six was low or negative (while there were some varia- 
tions among teacher type and module as reported above) the self perception 
responses of the participants was very positive. 
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TABLE 1 



MEANS FOR MODULES FOR EACH QUESTION 
FIRST YEAR DATA 
CHESTERFIELD COUNTY 



Modules 

j_ 2 3 4 6 7 ^ 



n* = 


507 


788 


673 


805 


782 


665 


762 


740 


Items 


















1 


7.5 


6.9 


7.0 


7.4 


7.3 


6.9 


7.1 


7.2 


2 


7.0 


6.1 


6.4 


6.9 


6.7 


6.1 


6.3 


6.6 


3 


6.8 


6.5 


6.7 


6.7 


6.7 


6.6 


6.7 


6.7 


4 


7.0 


6.6 


6.4 


7.3 


7.6 


6.9 


6.7 


6.9 


5 


7.0 


, 6.5 


6.9 


7.1 


7.2 


6.6 


6.8 


6.9 


6 


6.8 


6.2 


6.9 


6^9 


7.0 


6.6 


6.7 


6.^ 


7 


7.6 


7.2 


7.3 


7.6 


7.6 


7.3 


7.4 


7.4 


8 


5.4 


5.2 


5.9 


6.2 


6.4 


6.1 


6.3 


6.4 


9 


6.1 


6.1 


6.3 


6.2 


6.3 


6.2 


6.3 


6.3 



*The actual humber of teachers responding varies slightly from question 
to question across modules. 
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TABLE 2 
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Teacher Type 
2 



*n = 4,263 970 489 

Items 

1 7;i 7.2 7.2 

2 6;5 6.4 6.7 

3 6;6 6.8 7.0 

4 6.9 5.8 7.0 

5 5.9 5.8 7.1 

6 5.7 5.5 6.9 

7 7.4 7.4 7.5 

8 5.8 6.9 6.6 

9 6.0 7.1 6.9 



*The actual number of teachers responding 
varies slightly across modules-. 
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TABLE 3 

MEANS FOR TEACHER TYPE t MODULE (3 1 8) aSa 
FOR EACH ITEM 





Module 


1 


2 




4 


5, 


6 


7 


8 


Teacher Type 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 


1 2 3 








n* 










369 78 60 


577 134 77 


506 108 59 


596 146 63 


580 143 59 


507 105 53^ 


569 135 58 


559 121 60 


Item 
1 
2 
3 
4 

i 

5 
6 
? 
8 
9 


















7.5 7.6 7.6 


6.9 7.0 6.7 


7.0 7.1 7.1 


7.4 7.4 7.5 


7.3 7.3 7.3 


6.8 6.9 7.0 
6.0 6.2 6.2 
6.5 6.9 6.9 

6.9 6.7 7.2 


7.1 7.2 7.2 
6;3 6;2 6,5 
6.6 6.9 7.0 


7.3 7.0 7.3 
6.7 6.3 6.4 
6.7 6.7 6.8 


6.9 6.9 7.4 


6.1 6.1 6.3 


6.3 6.6 6.9 


6.9 6.7 7.1 
6.6 6.8 7.0 
7.3 7.1 7.4 
7.-1 6.8 7.5 
6.9 6.6 7.2 


6.8 6.5 6.7 
6.6 6.9 6.8 
7.5 7.5 7.5 
7.3 7.1 7;4 
7.0 6.8 7.3 


6.8 6.8 7.4 


6.5 6.7 6.6 


6.5 7.0 7.2 
6.4 6.6 6.8 

6.8 7.0 7.3 

6.9 7.0 7.3 


7.0 6.8 6.9 

7.0 7.0 7;4 
6.8 6.7 7.0 


6.6 6.3 6.8 

6:5 6:5 6.5 
6.2 6.3 6.3 


6.7 5.7 6.8 


6.9 6.9 6.8 


6.6 6.8 6.7 
6.6 6.6 6.5 


6.8 6.8 7.0 
6.7 6.7 6.9 


7.0 6.6 6.7 
6.7 6.3 6.5 


7.6 7.6 7.7 
5.2 6.3 5.9 
5.9 7.0 7.0 


7.2 7,2 7.1 
5.0 5.9 5.7 
5.8 6.8 6.9 


7.3 7.4J7.6 
5.6 6.9 6.6 


7.6 7.5 7.7 
5.9 7.3 7.2 


7.7 7.5 7.6 
6.1 7.2 7.1: 


7.3 7.4 7.3 


7.4 7.4 7.5 


7.4 7.2 7,4 


6.0 6.8 6.3 


6.1 7.0 7.0 


6.3 7.1 7.0 


6.0 7.0 6.9 


5.9 7.2 6.9 


6.0 7.0 7.2 


5.9 7.0 6.7 


6.0 7.1 7.1 


6.1 7.3 6.9 



*the acta! Ber of teachers resp^^^^ % 
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TABLE 4 

F STATISTICS FOR TESTS OF MAIN EFFECTS AND INTERACTIONS 

M t mm (3 1 

FOR m dUESTION 



MODULE 33.38*** 36.89*** 2.23 53.80*** 26;92*** 21.P**» 24.98*** 65.10*** 3.04** 

\ 

TEACHER TYPE ;35 5.26** 18.48*** 3.90 4.72** 5.15** 1.68 224.57*** ' '299.12*** 

iBUtt X 1.31 2.B8** .90 M 2.61*** 1.68* 1.07 ' 1.79* .70 



* p ^ .OS 
** p < .01 

***p<.ooi 



^0 



^ 



Findings From Evaluation of Second Year 

Mean ratings of the five training modules on the nine items contained 
on the evaluation form are reported in Tables 5 , 6, and 7. Ratings used a 
5-point scale, with 1 representing the least favorable rating and 5 the 
most favorable. 

Table 3 reports overall means by module and item. (A copy of the 
evaluation form can be found in Appendix H.) Table 6 reports the means by 
teacher type. Type 1 are regular classroom teachers; type 2 are special 
education teachers; and type 3 are other rion-teaehirig professional pgrsbhhel 
Principals arid supervisors were assigried to the type 3 category. Table 7 
rejDorts ratings for all modules by teacher type and item. 

Analysis of variance -showed significant differences in teachers* 
ratings of the Project Criteria training modules on seven of the eight items 
(|n the evaluation form. The items on which ratings differed were interest, 
usefulness, opening activity, practicality, trainers, preparedness, arid 
attitudes toward mainstreamirig. As shown iri Table 8 mean ratings of the 
modules dri the variables useftKlriess, trairier, preparedriess arid attitudes 
toward mairistreamirig were highly sigriificarit (p <.001). The ratings of 
opening activity and practicality reached the .01 level of significance, and 
ratings of interest were sigriificarit at the .05 level of probability. 

The Duncan's Multiple Range Test showed that module 3 was rated 
significantly higher on interest than modules 2, 4 and 5 (Table 9). The 
latter three modules. were not significantly different from one another. 
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Module 2 was rated highest on usefulness i and module 4 was lowest 
on that criterion, according to data appearing in Table 10. Modules 5 and 3 
were rated at an intermediate level of usefulness arid were riot sigriificantly 
different from brie another. 

The Duncan's test revealed that, bri ratings bf the bperiirig activity, 
module 3 was viewed most favorably by teachers* arid modules 5* 2 arid 4 were 
all. rated less favorably. The latter three means were not statistically 
different from one another. These results appear in Table 11. 

In Table 12 results of the Duncan's test for results of ratings on the 
item practicality are reported. Module 5 received the highest ratings on 
that variable, while modules 3, 4 arid 2 were all rated lower and not 
statistically different from one another. 

Meari ratings bf the variable trainers are repbrted iri Table 13, The 
Dtiricari's test shbwed that modules 5 arid 3 formed brie set bf statistically 
similar mearisj modules 3 arid 2 cbmprised a second set; arid mbdules 2 arid 4 
made up a third set. Trainers were rated most favorably on module 5, which 
was statistically different from all other modules except module 3. Module 4 
was rated lowest. 

The Duncan's test for the variable preparedness iri Table 14 revealed 
thnt module 5 was rated sigriif icaritly higher than all other mbdules ori that 
measure, and module 1 was rated lowest of the five. 0ri the variable 
attitude toward mairistreamirig* mbdules 2 arid 5 were rated sigriif icaritly 
higher than other modules but were riot statistically different from one 
another. Module 1 ( pretest )_^was rated lowest of the five. 

On the factor teacher type, analysis of variance showed significant 
differences on three of nine factors. Special education teachers rated the 
modules higher on usefulness, as compared to regular classroom teachers and 
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other prbfessibhal personnel ^ based on results of the Duncan's Multiple 
Range Jest (see table 15). 

The Duncan 's , test also revealed that special education teachers rated 
themselves higher on preparedness than did either other personnel or regula 
classroom teachers. Regular teachers were lowest of the three groups on 
that variable, as shown in Table 17. Similar results were obtained oh the 
variable attitude toward mainstreamihg (Table 18). Special education 
teachers rated theinselves sighifcahtly higher than persons in the other 
two groups. Regular classroom teachers had the lowest ratings. 

Table 19 reports mean ratings oh perceived preparedness and attitudes 
toward maihstreaming for three types of teachers before training began and 
at the end of training^ folldwing module 5. All groups were more optiristi 
about their preparedness and were more favorable toward mai'hstreamihg at 
the conclusion of training than they had been at the start. 
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Summary 



Analysis cJf variance showed statistically significant differences 
in teachers' ratings of Project Criteria training rriddules bh the variables 
interest* usefMlness* opening activity* practicality* trainers* preparedness 
and attitudes toward mainstreamihg. Use of the Duncan's Multiple Range test 
revealed that module 3 received higher ratings than other modules for 
interest; module 2 was rated higher than the others in usefulness; and 
module 3 was viewed more favorably than other modules on the criterion 
opening activity. Module 5 surpassed other modules on ratings of 
practicality* and mddales 5 and 3 received ratings which were statistically 
different from the ratings given other modules on the variable trainers. 

Gbmparisons of ratings given by three types of personnel showed that 
sjDecial education teachers rated the training sessions higher in usefulness § 
as compared to the other tWb grbujDS. Special educatidh teachers also viewed 
themselves as better prepared to teach handicapped children and as having 
more favorable attitudes toward mainstreaming. 



TABLE 5 



TEACHERS' MEAN RATINGS OF FOUR TRAINING MODULES ON SEVEN 
ITEMS AND RATINGS OF PREPAREDNESS AND AHITUDE 
BEFORE 'AND DURING TRAINING 
(SECOND YEAR DATA) 



1 i 

n* = 319 373 
ITEM 

1 . 4.79 

2 . 4.53 

3 . 4.63 

4 . 4.60 

5 . 4.53 

6 ; 4.44 

7 ; 4.65 

8 \ 2.81 3.65 

9 3.62 4.03 



MOOULE 



3 4 5 

338 340 333 

4.73 A. 70 4.73 
4.67 4.54 4.51 
4.43 4.30 4.54 
4.76 4.70 4.61 
4.58 4.52 4.61 
4.51 4.45 4.62 

4.74 4.63 4.79 
3.57 3.69 3.93 
3.81 3.82 4.02 



*The actual number of teachers responding varies slightly from question to 
question and across modules. 



, TABLE 6 

TEACHERS' NEAN RATINGS OF TRAlNii MODULES ON SEVEN 
ITEMS AND RATINGS OF PREPAREDNESS AND ATTITUDE 



mu 



1 2 



1 2 3 



1 2 3 



1 2 3 



1 2 3 



198 21 29 225 17 38 220 18 35 216 9 35 207 16 24 



1 


• • • 


4.76 


4.76 


4.73 


4.60 


4.83 


4.82 


4.72 


4.77 


4.68 


4.58 


4.56 


4.54 


2 


1 • • 


4.71 


4.82 


4.81 


4.43 


4.61 


4.51 


4.60 


4.66 


4.57 


4.17 


4.31 


4.16 


3 


• • • 


4.07 


4.29 


4.45 


4.54 


4.77 


4.71 


4.21 


4.77 


4.30 


4.86 


4.43 


4.34 


4; 


» • • 


4.64 


4.64 


4.63 


4.47 


4.61 


4.60 


2.59 


4.77 


4.61 


4.27 


4.18 


4.29 


5 


• • • 


4.58 


4.70 


4;65 


4.48 


4.76 


4.55 


4.62 


4.55 


4.53 


4.42 


4.56 


4.13 


6 


1 ■ • 


4.47 


4.68 




4.42 


4.64 


4.43 


4.50 


4.77 


4.40 


4.35 


4.43 


4.27 


7 


• • ■ 


4.62 


4.76 


4.76 


4.57 


4.77 


4.63 


4.67 


4.77 


4.65 


4.50 


4.68 


4.62 


8 


2.41 3.66 2.68 


3.27 


4;35 


3.64 


3.66 


4i37 


3.75 


3.59 


4.75 


3.62 


3.57 


4.71 


3.72 


9 


3;08 4.09 3.34 


3.57 


4.53 


3.97 


3.77 




4.25 


3.64 


4.85 


3.80 


3.53 


4.71 


4.23 



TABLE 7 

OVERALL RATINGS OF FOUR TRAINING MODULES ON SEVEN 
ITEMS AND RATINGS OF PREPAREDNESS AND 
ATTITUDE BY TEACHER TYPE 
(SECOND YEAR DATA) 



TEACHER TYPE 12 3 

n = 1,268 89 183 
ITEM 

1 A.65 4.72 4.70 

2 4.47 4.61 4.55 

.J 
/ 

$ 4.20 4.58 4.44 

4 4.49 4.57 4.55 

5 4.51 4.65 4.47 

6 4.42 4.63 4.41 

7 4.59 4.76 4.66 

8 3.36 4.32 3.50 

9 3.53 : 4.45 3.92 
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TABUE 8 

F STATISTICS AND SIGNIFICANCE LEVELS FOR TESTS OF MAIN 
EFFECTS AND INTERACTIONS OF MODULE BY TEACHER TYPE 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR NINE ITEMS 
(SECOND YEAR DAtA) 



ITEMS ii 1 ii i l i i 

MOdUtE 1.36 3.34* 11.88*** 4.88** 1.32 4.50** 5.49*** 46.38*** 8.77*** 



TEAeHER TYPE 0.86 0.53 4.80** 2.88 .62 1.13 2.35 59.53*** 49.70*** 

M0DUbE X 2.43 1.32 1.00 1.99 1.47 1.60 2.08 1.80 1.10 

TEACHER TYPE 



* p < .05 
** p 2t .01 
*** p <: .001 
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TABLE 9 

RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
FOR VARIABLE INTEREST 
(SECOND YEAR DATA) 
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MODULE 



MEAN RATING 



4.67 



4.55 



4.54 



5 

4.52 



Note: Means uriderliried by the same line -are not significantly 
different. 



TABLE 10 

RESULTS OF DUNeAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
FOR VARIABLE USEFULNESS 
(SECOND YEAR DATA) 



MODULE 



MEAN RATING 



4.64 



4.54 



4.44 



4 

4.31 
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TABbE U 



RESULTS OF DUNEfiH'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
VARIABLE OPENING ACTIVITY 
(SECOND YEAR DATA) 



MODULE 



MEAN RATING 



4.77 



4.62 



4.60 



TABLE 12 

RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
FOR VARIABLE PRACTICALITY 
(SECOND YEAR DATA) 



MODULE 5 3 4 



MEAN RATING 4.63 4.52 4.46 
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TABhE 13 



RESUtTS OF DUNeAN'S BUbTIPbE RANGE TEST 
FOR VARIABbE TRAINERS 
(SEeOND YEAR DATA) 



MODUtE 



MEAN RATINS 



4.80 



4.74 



4.66 



4 

4.63 
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TABLE 14 

RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
FOR VARIABLE PREPAREDNESS 
(SECOND YEAR DATA) 



MODULE 



MEAN RATING 



3.93 



3.70 



3.68 



3.65 



1 

2.81 
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TABLE 15 



RESULTS 0E DUNCfi8'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
F0R VARIABLE ATTITUDE 
(SECOND YEAR DATA) 



MODULE 2 5-4 3 

MEAN RATING 4.03 4.03 3.83 3.81 



TABLE 16 

RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
FOR TEACHER TYPE— USEFULNESS 
(SECOND YEAF5 DATA) 



TEACHER TYPE Special Regular Other 



MEAN RATING 



4.64 



4.47 



4.42 



TABbE 17 

RESULTS QF DUNeAtl'S MUbTIPbE RANGE TEST 
■ FQR TEAGHER TYPE--PREPAREDNESS 
{ SECOND YEAR DATA) 



TEACHER TYPE 



Special 



Other 



Regulai* 



MEAN RATING 



4.20 



3.85 



3.43 



TABLE 18 

RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
FOR TEACHER TYPE— ATTITUDE 
(SECOND YEAR 



TEACHER TYPE 
MEAN RATING 



Special 
4. 40 



Other 
4.21 



ar 



3.73 
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TABtE 19 



TEAeHERS' MEAN RATINGS QF PREPAREDNESS AND ATTITU0E 
TOWARD MAINSTftEAMINB AT BEGINNING AN0 END OF 
TRAINING B? TEAGHEB TYPE 
(SEeOND YEAR DATA) 



Teacher Tyjj'e 



Regular Special - Other 

PREPAREDNESS 

n = 1,309 233 163 

Beginning 2.53 3.76 3.27 

End 3.80 4.52 4.47 

AniTUDE^TOWARD 

n = 1,302 233 153 

Beginning 3.45 4.17 4.00 

End 3.89 4.55 4.72 



Firidihqs From Evaluatidri of Third Yf^ar 



Mean ratings of the six training modules on the nine items contained 
am the evaluatioh form are reported in Tables 20-22, Ratings used a 

5-point scale, with i representing the least favorable rating ^and 5 the 
most favorable. 

Tablege reports overall means by module and item, (A copy of the 
evaluation form can be found in Appendix H.) Table21 reports the means 
by teacher type. Type 1 are regular classroom teachers; type 2 are special 
education teachers; and type 3 are other non-teaching prdfessidrial personnel. 
Principals ajid supervisors were assigned to the type 3 category, fable 22 
reports ratings for all modules by teacher type and it»^m. 

Results of analysis of variance of teachers' ratings of the training 
modules appear in Table 23. The data in Table 23show highly significant 
differences (p < .001) oh five of the -items which appeared oh the evaluation 
form. The five were interest, usefulness, dperiihg activity, feelings of 
preparedness, and attitude toward maihstreamihg. 0ri two items, the results 
shdwed that teachers' ratings different'? ated modules at the .01 level df 
significance, those tWd items were clarity and session activities. On the 
items practicality and trainers* hd differences were found. 

Results of the analyses of teachers* ratings of modules using Duncan's 
Multiple Range Test appear in TSblas24 through 3l>. The Duncan's test shows 
which of the means in a set which has been found to differ statistically are 
dissimilar. Table24 shows that; oh ratings of clarity, modules 2 and 4 were 
rated low, Mddule 3 fell between thdse twd sets and was net sighifieahtly - 
different frdm either. 



Table 25 reports results of the Duriean's test for the variable interest. 
Modules 2 arid 4 were rated highest iri interest by teachers; module 5 was 
lowest; arid modules 3 arid 6 were* iritermediate iri iriterest. Module 3 was 
rated most useful by teachers (Table 26). All other mdduleswere rated lower 

^ 

than module 3 dri that criterion. 

Highest ratings for the opening activity were received by module 2. 
All other modules were rated lower than module 2 on that item. These 
results are reported in Table 27. Results of the Duhcah's test mean ratings 
of session activities appear iri Table 28. They show that modules 4 and 2 
were rated significantly higher than modules 5 arid 5. Module 3 received 
iritermediate rati rigs but was not statistically differerit from either of the 
other sets of mearis. - • 

Teachers were asked to rate their feelirigs'bf preparedness to teach 
haridi capped children and their attitude toward mainstreaming before they 
began training in Project Criteria and again after completion of each of 
the training modules. Thus, six measures of these attitudinal variables 
vvere obtained. Module 1 served as a pretest of preparedness and attitudes 
tov/ard mainstreaming. Table 29 reports results of the Duncan's test oh 
teachers' ratings of preparedness. The enr iysis reveals that teachers felt 
significantly less prepared before they begari trairiirig thari at any time 
thereafter. Ratirigs of preparedriess fdl lowing trairiirig with module 2 were 
sigriif icaritly higher thari the meari ratirig prior to the start of training 
but lower than subsequent ratings. Highest preparedness ratings followed 
training with TOdule 3, and although the mean ratings decreased slightly 
thereafter, there were no statistical differences in the ratings for modules 
3 through 5. 

Teachers' attitudes toward mai ristreamirig grew more favorable between 
the initial test and completion of module 2. After trairiirig got underway, 
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means increased slightly from module 2 to 3 and then declined during the 
remainder of the training period. The ratings obtained after training 
began were hot statistically significant; 

Analysis of variance (Table 23)showed significant differences in 
ratings of modules by teacher type. Three groups of people were involved 
in the training arid evaluated the modules. Regular classroom teacher ^ 
special educatidri teachers ^ arid ribri-teachirig professional (other) all 
participated. On six of the nine items dri the evaluation fornix results 
showed that all three groups gave similar ratings. On the other three 
items (usefulness, feelings of preparedness and attitude toward main- 
streaming), significant differences in ratings were observed. The Duncan's 
Multiple Range Test showed that special education teachers and other 
professional personnel rated the modules sigriif icaritly more useful than did 
regular classroom teachers. These results appear in Table 31. 

Special education teachers rated themselves sigriif icaritly more 
prepared to teach handicapped childreri as compared to other persbririel arid 
regular classrbbm teachers. These firidirigs frbm the Duricah's test are 
reported in table 32. On ratings of attitude toward mainstreaming, special 
education teachers responded most favorably, and regular classroom teachers 
were least positive. Means of all three groups were statistically 
different, as judged by the Duncan's test. Table33 reports the means by 
teacher type. 

No sigriifi-eant results were fburid for the interactibri bf mbdule arid 

teacher type (Table23.). 

The data in Table 34 cbmjDare teachers' ratirigs bf their preparedriess 

and their attitudes toward mainstreaming at the beginriirig arid agairi at the end 

of the training. Teachers iri all three groups were more favorable at the end 

of the year thari they had been at the begiririirig^of the training. 

EKLC 



The results reported above show that teachers involved in Project 
Criteria differentially rated the training materials and presentations on 
the criteria clarity, interest, usefulness, opening activity and session 
activities. Differences were also observed in teachers' ratings of their 
preparedness and attitudes toward mainstreaming. In general, those 
ratings became more favorable as teachers began training, then declined 
slightly. For both variables, the mean ratings at the end of the training 
were significantly more favorable than they had been prior to the start 
of training. 

Analysis of ratings by teacher type revealed that special education 
teachers and other personnel perceived the training as significantly more 
useful than did regular classroom teachers. Special education teachers 
also viewed themselves as better prepared and more favorable toward 
mainstreaming, as compared to the other two respondent types. 
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TABLE 20 



TEACHERS' MEAN RATIM.' ^ FIVE TRAiNING 
MODULES ON SEVEi: . TEMS AND 
RATINGS OF PREPAREDNESS AND ATTITUDE 
BEFORE AND DURING TRAINING 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 
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MODULE 

i t 3 4 5 5 

item n = 249 280 274 251 247 232 

1 .* 4.75 4.54 4.72 4.58 4.60 

2 , .* 4.73 4.45 4.60 4.18 4.4l 

3 .* 4.14 4.58 4.25 4.11 4.14 

4 .* 4.64 4.50 4.60 4.25 4.49 

5 .* 4.60 4.51 4.60 " 4. 40 4.44 

6 .* 4.50 4.44 4.50 4.34 4.34 

7 .* 4.55 4.60 4.57 4.52 4.59 

8 2.55 3.39 3.72 3.63 3.65 3.64 
g 3.18 3.68 3.89 3.70 3.57 3.67 



* Modale 1 tested teachers' perceptions of their preparedness and attitude 
toward maihstreaming. 
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TftBtE 21 

TEftCHERS'ra RfiTINSS.eF.TRMNIiJODyLES. 
GN SEVEN ITEHS Al. RATINGS. OF PREPABEDSESS 



(THIRD DATA) 



BODULE 

12 3 4 5 6 

TEAeilER .1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3 

TYPE . . . 

= 198 21 ' 29 225 17 38 220 18 35 216 9 35 207 16 24 2G2 - 8 22 

1 .* .* 4.76 i76 4.73 4.60 4.83 4.83 4.72 4.77 4.68 4.58 4.56 ^.54 4.59 4.62 4.68 

2 4.71 4.82 4.81 4.43 4.61 4.51 4.60 4.66 4.57 4.17 4.31 4.16 4.39 4.75 4.54 

3 ,* .* .* 4.07 4.29 4.45 4.54 4:77 4.71 4.21 4:77 4;39 4.06 4.43 4.34 4.10 4.87 4.27 



4 .* .* .* 4:64 4.64 4:63 4:47 4:61 4:60 4.59 4.77 4.61 4.27 4.18 4.29 4.47 4.87 4.54 



5 .* .* .* 4.58 4.70 4.65 -4.48 4.76 4.56 4.62 4.55 4.53 4.42 4.56 4.13 4.44 4.62 4.83 

6 .* .* .* 4.77 4.68 4.60 4.42 4.64 4.44 4.50 4.77 4.40 4.35 4.43 -4.27 4.34 4.75 4.22 

7 ;* ;* :* .4;62 4;76 4,76 4-57 4^77 4.64 4.67 4.77 4.65 4.50 4.68 4.62 4.58 4.87 4.61 

8 2:41 3:66 2:68 3.27 4.35 3.64 3.66 4.37 3.76 3.59 4.75 3.62 3.57 4.71 3.72 3.61 5.00 3.59 

n % 3.08 4.00 3.34 3.57 4.53 3.97 3.77 4.44 4.25 3.64 4.85 3.80 3.53 4.71 4.23 3.60 5.00 4.00. 

"ERIC , fig 

"NToolile 1 tested teacher' perceptions of their preparedness and attitude toward itiainstreaniing. % 



TABLE 22 

OVERALL RATINGS OF FIVE TRAINING MODULES 
ON SEVEN ITEMS AND RATINGS OF PREPAREDNESS 
AND ATTITUDE BY TEACHER TYPE 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 



TEAeHER TYPE i* 2* 3* 

Item n = 1268 89 183 

1 4.55 4;72 4;7d 

2 4.47 4.51 4.56 

3 4.20 4.58 4.44 

4 4.49 4.57 4.55 

5 4.51 4.65 4.47 

6 4.42 4.63 4.41 

7 4.59 4.76 4.66 

8 , 3.36 4.32 3.50 

9 3.53 4.45 3.92 
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* Teacher types: Type 1 is regular teachers; type 2, special education 
teachers; and type 3, other professional personnel. 
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TABLE 23 
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F STATiSTieS AND SIGNlFieANCE tEVEtS FOR TESTS SF MAIN 
EFFEeTS AND iNTERAeTleNS OF MeDUtEBY TEfieHER TYPE 
ANALYSIS OF VARIANGE FSR NINE ITEMS 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 

ITEMS 12 3 4 5578 9 



MODULE 6.17** 44.32*** 39.94*** 21.86*** 8.13** 6.02 3.56 38.96*** 11.04*** 

TEACHER TYPE 0.44 1.81 13.97*** 0.66 1.73 ' 2.99 2.44 35.94*** 34..53*** 

MODULE X 2.09 1.00 3.99 1.70 2.94 1.63 0.65 0.49 0.58 
TEACHER TYPE 



* p < .05 
** p < .01 
*** p < .001 
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TABLE 24 

RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
FCR VARIABLE CLAPITV 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 



N'OBULE 2 4 3 5 



MEAN RATING 4.76 4.72 4.65 4.60 



' TABLE 25 

RESULTS OF DUNeAN'S MULTIPLE RAN8E TEST 
FOR VARIABLE INTEREST 
(THiRD YEAR DATA) 



MODULE 2 4 3 6 



MEAN RATING, 



4.74 



4.60 4.46 



4.42 



TABLE 25 



results of duncan's multiple range test 
for variable usefulness 
Cthird year data) 



MODULE 3 4 6 2 



MEAN RATING 4.58 ,4.25 4.14 4; 14 



TABLE 27 

RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
FOR VARIABLE OPENING ACTIVITY 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 



MOBUbE E 4 3 6 



MEAN RATING 4.55 4.60 4.50 4.50 



-I 
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TABLE 28 
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MODULE 



RESUtTS OF DUNCAM'S MUhTlPhE RANGE TEST 
FOR VARlABtE SESSieN ABTIVITIES 
(THiRD YEAR DATA) 



MEAri -RATING 



4.61 



4.60 



4.51 



4.44 



4.61 



TABhE 29 

RESUtTS OF DUNBAN'S BUbTIPtE RANGE TEST 
FOR VARIABbE PBEPSREDNESS 
(THIRD YEAT^'^ATA) 



MODULE 
MEAN RATING 



3.72 



3.66 



3.64 



2 

3.39 



i 

2.55 
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TftBbE 30 
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RESULTS OEDUNEAN'SHULIlPtE RANGE TEST 
FOR VABIABLE ATTITUDE 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 



MODULE 
MEAN RATING 



V7n 



1 fiQ 



• 1 
3.19 



TABLE 31 



RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MULTIPLE RANGE TEST 
FOR TEACHER TYPE-USEFULNESS 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 



TEACHER TYPE 



Special 



Other 



Regular 



MEAN RATING 



4.59 



4.44 



4.20 
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TABLE 32 



6: 



RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MUtTiPtE RANGE TEST 
FOR TEACHER TYPE ON PREPAREBNESS 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 



TEACHER TYPE Specia. Other Regular 

MEAN RATJ.iG 4.33 3.51 3.37 



TABLE 33 

RESULTS OF DUNCAN'S MUtTIPtE BANSE TEST 
FOR TEACHER TYPi -JsTTITUDE 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 



TEACHER TYPE Spicial Other Regular 

MEAN RATING 4.46 3.92 3.54 



^ 
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TABLE 34 



TEACHERS' MEAN RATINGS OF PREPAREDNESS AND ATtlTUDE 
TOWARD MAINSTREAMING AT BEGINNING AND END OF 
TRAINING BY TEACHER TYPE 
(THIRD YEAR DATA) 



Regular 
1,268 



Teacher Type 
Special 
89 



Other 



183 



P REPARE DNESS 
Beginning 
End 



2.41 
3.61 



3.66 
5.00 



2.68 
3.59 



ATTiTUDE rmmx 

MAiNSTJlEAMim 

Beginning 3.08 
End 3.60 



4.00 
5.00 



3.34 
4.00 



70 



Summative Findings 

The questionnaire completed by the trainers for summative evaldatidh 
purposes I's^on page 127. Table 35 gives means by type of trainer (regular 
teacher, special education teacher, other i.e. curriculum specialist, as 
well as a total mean fo^" all the trainers) for each of the items oh the 
questionnaire. 

The surrunative qu^^sticrinaire co.npleted by the teachers who received the 
ihservice training is ca page I'S. Table 36 gives means for second year 
trainees for each of t'ne Items on the questionnaire. Table 37 gives means 
for third year trainees fur each of the items on the questionnaire. 

Each item on the questionnaires can be analyzed separately; however, 
the general conclusion is that the project was racked as highly successful 
by all the trainers and trainees. The modules were all viewed as relevant 
and interesting and useful . 
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TABtE 35 



MEANS BY TRAINER TYPE 
SUMMATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 







Regular 


Special 


Other 


Total 


1. 


Referrals to special education have increased. 


3 


.66 


3.50 


3.53 


3 


.58 


2. 


The activities in the training modules re 
effective. 


4 


.63 


4.53 


4.55 


4 


.58 


3. 


There was too much information presented in 
the sessions. 


2 


.53 


2.56 


2.38 


2 


.48 


4. 


The modeling of the modules by grant staff 
was beneficial . 


4 


.60 


4.50 


4.75 


4 


.53 


S. 


There was not enough time to prepare for the 
presentations . 


2 


.53 


2.56 


2.76 


2 


.62 


6. 


The tooics/content of the modules were relevant. 


4 


.63 


4.81 


4.76 


4 


.72 


•J 
/ . 


- Shorter inservice sessions were needed. 


2 


.30 


2.00 


2.46 


2 


.29 


8. 


The manner or style of the modules was immature; 


1 : 


.82 


2.33 


1.^84 


1 ; 


.94 


9. 


Referrals to special education have decreased. 


1 


.86 


1.58 


2.69 


2 


.12 


10. 


The modules were motivating and interesting. 


4, 


62 


4.81 


4.53 


4. 


,63 


n . 


We should have been able to adapt the modules to 
meet the needs of bUr own school building staff. 


3. 


46 


3.81 


3.84 


3. 


,68 


12. 


Teachers annlied techniques learned in their 
classrooms. 


3. 


93 


3.75 


3.80 


3. 


84 


13. 


•The written modules were easy to follow and well 
organized. 


4. 


56 


4.68 


4.76 


4. 


66 


14. 


Teachers' attitudes about teaching handicapped 
students in their classes imoroved. 


3; 


83 


4.06 


3. '55 


3. 


81 


15. 


The use of team members to deliver the training 
was beneficial . 


4. 


66- 


4.81 i 


4". 80 


4. 


74 


16. 


It was effective to have building level trainers 
making the presentations. 


4. 


66 


4.87 


4.65 


4. 


70 




o 

ERIC 



TABLE 36 ^5 



MEANS BY TRAINEE TYPE 
S'UMMATIVE QUESTIONNAIRE 
SECOND YEAR 



Regular Special Other Total x 

1: The. degree to which I feel prepared to educate __- _-_ 

handicapped students in the regular classroom. 3.03 4.68 3.46 3.19 

The degree to which I understand the reasons that; 
iandicapped students ericbuhter difficulty in 

achieving success. 3.76 4.82 3.96 3.86 

3. My attitude toward educating mildly handicapped 
pupils in regular classrooms for portions of the 

school day 3.58 4.58 4.00 3.70 

4. The degree to which I fee] comfortable i^ 

handicappea s .viCrits in the regular classroom. 3.22 4.37 3.70 3.35 

5. The extent to which I used techniques in the _ _ - - 
classroom that i learned from the training. 3.37 4.07 3.47 3.42 

6. The amount of progress handicapped students -in __ _ 

my class have made. 2.84 4.31 3.30 3.01 



7. The degree to which I believe the hahdicaf 

students in my class are adjusted. 3.04 4.50 3.84 3.24 

3. The effectiveness of Using building level 

personnel as trainers. 3.86 4,18 3.73 3.87 

9. To what extent do I need additional inservice 

on mainstreaming. 3.49 2.87 2.65 3.36 

11. My rating of the usefulness of the Characteristics, _ 
Attitudes, and f>hasing Module. 3.83 4.31 4.00 3.88 

12. My rating of the usefulness of the Managing Surface _ _ _ _ 

Surface Behavior Module ^ 3.79 4.50 3.88 3.85' 

13. My rating of usefulness of the Adaj3tatidhs of 

Materials, Assigrimerits, arid IristrUctiort Module. 3.85 4.56 3.88 3.91 

14. My rating of the Usefulness of the Peer Tutoring 

Module 4.02 4.50 3.88 4.04 
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MEANS BY TRAINEE TYPE 
SUMHAIIVE qUESTIONNAIRE 
' THIRD YEAR 



Regular Special Other Total X 



1; The degree to which I feel prepared to educate . _ 

handicapped students ir the regular classroom. 3.07 ^.bu J.^is J. 22 



ERIC 



4.00 4,82 3.88 4.05 



2. The degree to Which I understand the reasons that 
handicapped students encounter difficulty in 
achieving success. 

3. My attitude toward educating mildly hdndicapped 

pupils in regular classrooms for portions of the ^ _. ^ 

m 

4. The degree to which I feel eomfortable in teaching ^ - -- - ^_ 
handicapped students in the regular classroom. 3.08 4.ia J.ba 6.^.6 

5. The extent to whc:h I u. Jd technqiues in the _ . ... . 
classroom that i learned from the training. 3.66 i.ts i.w j.oi 

6. The amount of progreiis handicapped students in ^ . _ ^ 
!7iy class have made. ^-^^ • 

7. The degree to '..hich I believe the handicapped _ _ . _ 
students in my class are adjusted. 3.13 4.14 3.14 

8. The effectiveness of using building level personne] _ _ _ . ^ 
as trainers. 

9. To what extent do I need additional inservice _ _ _ . 
on mainstreaminq. # 



Id. My rating of the usefulness Of the Self _ _ ... . g_ ^ 92 

Concept Module. ■^•^■^ 

11. My rating of the usefulness of tKe Characteristics 

Attitudes, and Phasing Module. • 3.97 3.95 3.88 3.96 

12; My rating of the usefulness of the Managing Surface . __ 

Behavior Mdriiiie. 3.98 4.13 i.m J.y/ 

13. My rating of the usefulness of the Adaptations of _ 
Materials, Assignments, and Instruction Module. 3.97 4.08 3.84 3.97 

14. .jjy_^rating of the usefulness of the Peir Tutoring -^^^ ^ ^.^^ 
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SUMMARY 



Project CRitERIA has been an effective and ecoridmical means of training 
regular c1a§sroom teachers in the competencies needed to teach handicapped 
students in their classes for portions of the sehodi day. The multiplier 
effect used oh the project permitted two grant staff to train approximately 
170 trainers in teams of three per building who in turn provioed between 
10 and 20 hours of ihservice to over 1^500 elementary teachers. 

Another outcome of the project is that final editing of 5 of the inservice 
modules and one trainer of trainers module for potential publication. 



I 
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APPENDIX A 
TRAINING SCHEDULES 
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THUFSDAY, NOVBBER 2(3, 1980 
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- 


8:30 


A.M. 




S:30 - 


8:45 


A.M. 


"PROJECT ekiTERiA WZZZ Be. Stie.ee64^u£ Beeooie I'm.;;" 


8:45 - 


9:15 


A.J. 


MYSTERY GUEST I ; 


9:20 = 


10:10 


A.M. 


PIJiNNING FOR IMPLEMENTATION 


10:10 - 


10:30 


A.M. 


UoAhing B/ceofe 


10:30 - 


12:00 


P.M. 


GUIDELIIJ255 {^m DELIVERY 0^ PRESENTATION 


11:00 - 


1:00 


P.M. 


WHAT'S YOUR BAG? {Luyich) 


1:00 - 


1:00 


P.M. 


"AVOIDING MOUSETRAPS" OA "GEirriNG AWAY WITH THE OIEESE 


2:00 - 

* 


1:10 


P.M. 




1:10 - 


3:30 


P.M. 


PROJECT CRITERIA IS COMINGI!- 



/ 
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PRQJEGT CRITERIA TRAINING SESSION NO. 2 — 70 
THURSDAY, DECEIVIBER 4, 1980 



8: 


:?5 ■ 


- B: 


■30 


A.M. 


COPFEEE 


B: 


■36 ■ 


■ 8: 


40 


A.M. 


INTRDDUCTORy ACTIVITY ( F-wm Pho&ihg Vatkzt] 


S: 


40 - 


■ 9: 


30 


A.M. 


OPERftTION FIND 



OPERATIC JREAD 

OPERATION WORK SESSION I' 



9: 


30 - 


9: 


40 


A.M 


WHAT'S YOUR ANSWER 


9: 


■ 40 - 


70: 


00 




PLAN^ PLAN* PLAN» 


10: 


■00 - 


70: 


75 




Morning BM2.ak 


10: 


20 - 


11: 


00 


PM 


PIESENTATION OF PACI^T 


12: 


00 - 


12: 


45 


PM. 


WHAT'S YOUR BAG (tondt) 


12: 


45 - 


. 7: 


10 


P.M. 


PK7SENTAT10N OF PAO^T 


1: 


15 - 


3: 


00 


P.M. 


OPEKMlbN WblOC SESSION II 


3: 


00 - 


.3: 


30 


P.M. 


WRAP UP 



r 




80 



PRQJEGT GBiJERIA 



S:00 - ?:Z0 AM 

B:50 r 9:00 A.M. 

9:00 - 70:00 A.M. 

lO.-OO - lO'.IO A.M. 



February 4, 1981 



C01ET3E 

DIftE 4ii FOR INFOi?MftTION 

fRftCTieE MAKES PERFECT 

TESTING, TESTING, WHO'S 'rESTING? 
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JO: is 

10:30 

ie:5o 

12:00 

1:00 
1 1 20 
IvOO 
2:15 
3:00 
3:75 



7.?:3d A.M. 
70:50 A.M. 
11:50 A.M: 

7:00 P.M. 

i:30 P.M. 
2:00 P.M. 
2:75 P.M. 
3:00 P.M. 
3:75 P.M! 
3:30 P.M. 



EVERYONE BESD 

PRESENTATION OP PACKET P.L. 94-142 

Out Zo Lunch 

APPI.ieftTT.ON ftCTIVITY NO. i 
APPLICATION ACTIVITY NO. 2 
TESTING > TESTING > WHO'S TESTING? 

PLAN, PLA^T, PLAN (and bkeM - givz £/ott^e£^ 70 r^ihatzi] 

THE BIG BOX 
WRAP UP 
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i^J£GT GRITE RiA TRAINING SESSION NQ. 4 
TUESDAi, APRIL 7, 1981 



S:00 - S:15 A.M; COFFEE 

S:15 ' 8:30 A.M; ^OU ARE FA^K^US 



S:36 - 9:60 A.M. ^T'S A referesher 

9:00 - 9:40 A.M. PRESENTATION ON_SpCIAL EpU^ 

SND RELATED SERVICES 

AND 

WHAT'S MY FbLE - Fo^o^ve AcZivZty 1 
9:40 ^ 9:55 A.M. t^.onyUhg Bkzc^ 



9:55 - 70:^5 A.M. ELIGIBILITY COMMITTEE MEETING - 

REVIEW & TEST 
70:45 - 11:15 A.M. WHAT'S IN THE BAG 

GRAND FINSliE 

MISSION C0HTK3L STAFF 
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PRQjEGt GRITFRlA SMiVlMFR TRAINING SE^^I0NS5g. B 



TUESVAV, AUGUST 4 

S:00 - S:10 A.M. 

S: 10 - 2:30 A.M. 

S:30 - 10:00 A.M. 

10:00 . - 10: 15 A.M. 

10: 15 - 12:15 A.M. 

12:15 - 1:00 P.M 

1:09 - 4:00 P.M. 



WEVNESVAV, AUGUST 5 
S:00 -10:00 A.M. 

10:00 - 72:30 A.M. 
12:30 - 1:15 P.M. 
1:15 - 3:15 P.M. 

3:15 - 4:00 P.M. 



TUESDAYS WEDNESDAY 
. AUGUST 4 & 5, 1981 



COFB^E 

'- ■ ' ^- \ 1- 

K NEW BEGINNING 

PRESENTATION ON BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT 

Mo-tHxng Bnzak 

PRESENTATION ON BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT 

Whai'i In VouA Viih? 

PRESENTATION ON BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT 



PLANNING SESSION FOR BEHAVIOR MANAGEMENT 
PRESENTATIMJ 

PRESENTATION ON MANAGING SORFAeE BEHAVIOR 

Munch A Bimck Lunch 

PLANNING SESSION FOR MANAGING SURFACE 
BEHAVIOR PRESENTATION 

POTPOURRI 



PRmFGT CRilERiA TRAINiN£ SESSION NO. 7 
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WEDNESDAY 
SEPTEMBER 23, 1981 



9 

S :00 - g: 7 5 A.M. COFFEE 

SMS - S '20 A.M. OPENING ACTIVITY " Lovz and ihz 

S:25 - 10 '"A.M. PRESENTATION - SSSESSJ^NT AND 

EDUCftTIONftt PLMTNING 

10:15 - 10:50 A.M. !noming B^eofe 

10:30 - 10:45 A.M. PUBLICITY CAMPAIGNS — '^Somtont StoZt 

My IdtaL'^ 

10:45 - 7 7 : 30 A.M. PLANNING SESSION FOR SCHOOL I^RESENTA- 

TATIONS ON ASSESSMENT AND EDUCATIONAL 



PLANNING 
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S:OC ' 10 A.M. COFFEE 

8:15 - 11: 00 r. l. PraS'iMl^TION - ftDftfTMIOKS OF MATERIALS , 

fNSTRUeriON^ AND ASSIGNMENTr? 

11:00 - 11:25 A.M. DIAL "MCS" FOR INFORMATION < : 

PdSTTEST ON ADP PACKET 
11:30 - 12:25 P.M. SPECIAL LUNCHEON 

12:30 - 1:00 P. M PLANNING SESSION OF ADP P'\CKET 

1:00 - 5: '0 P.M. PRESENTATION - PEER TUTORING ' 

IZhcZuding n.^t^hhooh bfrza}? and Vo6tZt6t on 

5:60 - 3:30 P.M. PLAINING SESSION FOF Pr.f:.R TUTORING PACKET 

3 ••30 - 4: JO P.M. grand s'iNfttE - "baubles, bangles, and BALLONS" 



ERIC 



PROJECT CRITER.IA 
TRAINING SESSION 1 
6/22/81 



8:15 - 8:30 



8:30 
8:45 
9:00 
12:00 

2:00 
2:15 



8:45 
9:00 
12:00 
12:^15 
1:00 
2:00 
2:15 
2:^ 



A WAKE Up call (coffee S DONUtS) 



WE'f€ GLAD YOU'^ HERE 
FEGINA RIGHTO 

A SNEAK pmnm 

LUNCH 

IT'S YOURS 

m NEB3 YOUR SIJGGESTIOI^ 
DE^R^Y 

WHAT DID YOU IHINIC? 



V', r D Ci C ^ 




t ^ —X. ^ — ' I , - 




ERIC 




PROJECT CRITERIA 
TRAINING SESSION 2 
&/23/81 ; 



8:30 

9:00 

9:30 

U:30 

12:3) 

2:^ 



9:K) 
9:33 
11:30- 
12:30 
2:3G 
3:00 



WELCOME AD OFBIING AGTIVm 



P-R-O-M-I-S-F 



raa OF mmim aif^ACE behavi 



icRK m mm go roto 



PROJECT CRITERIA 
TRAINING SESSION 3 

1 



9^00 - 9:3G 



9:3Q -iiJO 



n-.m - 12:30 



12:30- 2:33 



2:30 - 3:00 



9PBJING AGTIVITY 



MODEl. 0^ FW T "GRING 



WQPK MAKES THE WORLD m ROUND 



BEAR m m EVALUATION 




ERIC 



k 3^ ri d o ? 




:t: t a l-r 





PRQJEGT CRITERIA 
TRAINING SESSION if 



9:00 - 9:30 



9:30 -U:30 



11:30 - 12:30 



12:39 



2:3G - 3:00 



6/25/81 



OPENING ACiIVm 



MODEL OF ADAPTATI0P6 



mm wm the mm go mm 



mR ABBY AND EVAUiATION 






\ 





9:00 - 9:10 
9:10 - 9:30 



PROJECT CRITERIA 




9 RDMC T CRITERIA 




SCHEDULE 
JANUARY 8. 1982 



9:GG - 9:15 
9:15^- 9:39 
9:30 -10:00 
10:00 - 10:15 
10:15 - 12:00 
LUNCH 



COFFEE 

OPENING ACTIVITY 

i 

PI€SefTATION a<ILL!s 



PRESENTATION OF NKS 



1:00 - 


- 1:30 


APPLICATION ACTIVITY 


1:3G - 


- 2:00 


IT'S AN INTERVIEW 


2:90 - 


- 3:0Q 


M m PRACT!^ 


3:00 







PRQdEGT GRITFRIA 
TRAINING SGHEDULE 




9:00 


- 9:15 


9:15 


- j.'Jj 


9:30 


-21:30 




-]2:39 


32:3Q 


- 2:0) 


2:00 


~ 2:30 


2:30 


- 3:00 



ERIC 




ERIC 



P R 9 J E G T - G R I T E R I A 



TRAINING S E S S I 0 N 2 




b/29/32 



9:10 - 9.15 



A HA".r UP GALL 



9:15 - 9: 



'lie PIG BUST 



9:30 - 19:39 EVERYONE NEEDS GUIDELmES 



19:39 - 11:39 



AV9IDING nOUSETRAPS.. OR 
GETTING AWAY WITH " IE GPEESE 



11:3 



u - 



1:99 



1 : 00 



LUNCH 



1:39 Y9U S9TTA HAVE A PLAN 



1:39 ^ 2:90 



SHOUT IT OUT 



2:00 - 2:30 



WRAP iJP 



PROJECT CRITERIA 

T R A I. ;J I n-G S E S S I D :1 3 
6/3U/32 

A WAKE UP CALL 
OPE^rniG ACTIVITY 



- 11:33 SELF CONCEPT 



11:30 - 12:30 



1:30 - 2:00 




ERIC 




ERIC 



pr o \ eel 



SCHEDULE 
January 7j 1983 
Cycle II Session 5 




9:00 = 9:15 
9:15 - 9:30 
9:30 - 9:it5 

9:45 ^11 

11:30-12:00 
12:00- 1:00 
1:00^ 3:00 



COFFEE 

OPENING ACTIVITY 

PRESENTATION SKILLS 
BRUSHUP 

PRESENTATION OF MSB 
PACKET 

FORMS AND MATERIALS 

0yT TO LUNCH 

PLAN AND PRACTICE 



h 3. r) d Of _ 



PROJECT CRITERIA 
TRAINING SESSIONS 

mm 




9:00 - 9:15 



9:15 - 9:] 



9:m -11:3D 



11:30 - ll:i|5 



COFFE 



OFFING ACTIVITY 



POENrATION OF ADAPTATION ITOLE 



FORfIS AND imTERIALS 



11:45 - 12:45 



12:45- 3:00 



9:00 - 9:15 
9:15 - 9:30 
9:30 - 11:30 

11:30 - 11:45 
ll:i|5 - 12:30 



M. 0 J E G T CRITERIA 
Training session 

3/i|/33 

COFFEE 

OPENIflG ACTIVITY 

PRESEnTATIOri GF 
°EER TUTORIMG MODULE 

EVALUATIOf! AND WRAP-UP 

LUNGHEQ'^ 



APPENDIX B 

Field Gonsultarits Evaluation 
of Training 



02 



ERIC 



EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSION #1 



92 . 



PROJECT CRITERIA 

11/20/80 

Chesterfield County 

On a scale of 1 to 8 (8 being high), rate the effectiveness of the presentation/activities 
in preparing you for your role as a trainer. 

1. Introductory Session 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 



2. Planning for Workshops 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 ^% 

3. Saidelines 12 345 6 7 8 T-S. 

4. Mousetraps 1 2. 3 45 6 7 8 "1 • H 



5. Publicity 1 2 3 45 6 7 8 '7.3 

6. What was the most important thing{s) you learned today? 

7. How would you improve the training presentation/act"" vities 

8. Other eeimmerits 



ERIC 
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EVAbUATIGN OF TRAINING SESSION #2 



PROJECT CRITERIA 
12/4780 
Chesterfield County 



Indicate the degree to which you believe the different activities/presentations 

have assisted in preparing you to deliver the instructional sequence "Phasing''^ 

An eight is the highest rating and_ a 1 would indicate that the activity/presentation 
would have been most unsuccessful in preparing you as a trainer. Circle your choice 
lor each activity/presentation, 

H 

1; Operation Find 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 t-3 

2. eperation Read 12345678 4.1 



3. Operation Work Session I 12345678 "7.0 



4. Plan, Plan, Plan, 1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 ^ 

(th^ simulation) 

/ 

c 



5. Presentation of Packet by Mission 1 2 34 56 78 "73. 
Control Staff ' ^ 

6; Interviewing Each Team Member 1 23456 78 "7.3 



7. Green Plaririirig Sheet 12345678 'T.SL 

8. Optional Schedule of your 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
choice. 



9. Who's Who 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 7. ^ 

lb. What one activity/presents with the most assistance in 

preparing to be a trainer for Project CRITERIA. ' 

104 

o 

ERIC 



EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSION I 3 24 -■ 

PROJECT CRITERIA 

2/4/81 
Chesterfield County 

On a scale of 1 to 8 (8 being high)-, rate the effeeti veriess of the presehtatibh/activities 
in preparing you to deliver the first two instruction sequences (i.e. PHS, PL) Circle Choice. 



1. Dial 411 for Information 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



(x>H 



2. Practice Hakes Perfect (PHS) 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



3. Everyone Read (PL) 



2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



4. Presentation of PL Packet 



1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 



1. i 



5. Application Acti^vity #1, (Bue 
Process Procedures & Procedural 
Safeguards) 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



6. Application Activity #2, Change 
Makes the World Go Around) 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



6.5 



7. Plan, Plan, Plan (PL) 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



7. 1 



8. The Big Box 



1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8 



1.% 



9. What one presentation/activity has provided ybu with the most assistance in 
preparing you to be a trainer for PROJECT CRITERIA? 



eeMMENTS : 
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EVAbUATIQN 0F TRAINING SESSION #4 



9b- 



PROJECT CRITERIA 
4/7/81 
ehe'sterfield Gduhty 



Oil a scale of 1 to 8 (eight being high), rate the. effectiveness of the presentation/activities 
in preparing you to deliver the third instructional sequence (SE/RLT). Circle choice. 



1. It's a Refresher 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



(9% 



i: Presehtatibri on SE/RhT 



1 2 3 4 5:6 7 8 



7. I 



3. Formative Activity (Eligibility 
Gemini tte meeting) 



4. Review for Test 



1 2 3 4. 5 6 7 8 



1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



7.B 



5. What's in the Bag 



1 E 3 4 5 6 



7.5 



COMMENTS : 



iQB 

o 

ERIC 



a 

EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSION #5 



PROJECT CRITERIA 
8/4/81 

Chesterfield County 



On a scale of 1 to 5 (five being high), rate the effectiveness of the presentation/activities 
in preparing you to deliver the fifth instructional sequence (BMT-Behavior Management). 
Circle your choice. 



1 . A New Beginning 



2. Model of IriStructiOhal Sequence 
(BMT-mdrriirig) 



12 3 4 



12 3 4 



NA 



¥6 



3. MQdel df Ihstructionai Sequence 
(BMT-afternoori) 



12 3 4 



4. Wrap Up 



NA 
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ERIC 
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EVAbUATIQN OF TRAINING SESSION #5 



PROJECT CRITERIA 



8/5/81 
Chesterfield County 



bfl a scale of 1 to 5 (five being high), rate the effectiveness of the presentation/activities 
in preparing you to deliver the fifth and fourth instructional sequences (BMT and MSB). 
Circle your choice. 

X 

1. Plahnirig Session for Behavior Management 1 2 3 4 ^5 V. 

- - A/ 7 

2, Presentation of Managing Surface 1 2 3 4 5 ^ . ' 

Behavior C 

3; Planning Session for Managing Surface 12 3 4 5 7 

Behavior 



4. Potpourri 12 3 4 5 
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EKLC 
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EVALUATieN SF TRAINING SESSION #7 

PRBdEGT CRITERIA 
g/23/81 
Chesterfield Csunty 



Qn a scale of 1 to 5 (five being high)* rate the effectiveness of the 
presentation/activities in preparing you to del i ver your sixth 
instructional ^sequence packet (AST) . . Circle your choice. 



1. Pres-entation of Assessment 1 2 3 4 5 ^. 5 

2. Publicity 1 2 3 4 ^ ^/H 

3. Plan, Plan, Plan 1 2 .3 4 -^5 



Post Test 



"1 2 3 4 5 3.^ 



109 
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EVAbUATIGN OF TRAINING SESSION #8 

PROJECT CRITERIA 

10/9/81 

Chesterfield County 

The results of.this ihstrumeht will be used by Project CRITERIA Staff to document 
training as well as modify areas as heeded. You are not asked to identify yourself, 
thus your anonymity is assured. 

Oh _a scale of 1 to 5 (five being high), rate the following items relative to the 
information in the packet. Circle your choice for each itme. 

X 

1. Presentation of ADP 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Planning for ADP 1 2 3 4 5 A^. 7 

3. Presentation of PRT 1 2 3 4 5 ^.g 

4. Planning for PRT 1 2 3 4 5 
COMMENTS : 



iro 



ERIC 



EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSION #1 
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PROJECT CRITERIA 

6/22/81 

Richmond Public Schools 



The results of this instrument will be used by Project CRITERIA staff to document. 
training as well as modify areas as heeded. You are not asked to identify yourself » 
thus your anonymity is assured. 



On a scale of 1 to 5 (five being high), rate the following items relative to the 
information in the packet. Circle your choice for each item. 



1. 
2. 
3. 

5. 

6. 
7. 

O 

9. 
10. 



0rgariizatidh of material 

The clarity of the content 

The degree to which the content 
held my Interest 

Effectiveness of. trainer in 
presenting material 

The effectiveness of the Opening 
Activity to set the stage for 
training 



Regina Richmond 

Phasing the Handicapped Child 
into the Regular Classroom 

It's Yours 

Work Makes the World Go Round 
Dear Abby 



2 
2 
2 

2 

2 

2 
2 

2 
2 
2 



3 
3 
3 

3 

3 

3 
3 

3 
3 

3 



4 
4 
4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 



5 
5 
5 

5 

5 

5 
5 

5 
5 

5 



H.i 
M.i> 



COMMENTS : 
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EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSION #2 



PROJECT CRITERIA 
6/23/81 
Richmond Public Schools 



The results of this instrument will be used by Project CRITERIA staff to document training 

as well as modify areas as needed. You are not asked to identify yourself, thus your 
anonymity is assured. 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (five being high)* rate the following items relative to the 

information in the packet. Circle your choice. 

I ^ 

X 

1. Qrgariizatidri of material 1 2 3 4 5 ^,1 

2. The clarity of the content 1 2 3 4 5 'f. ^ 

3. The degree to which the content 1 2 3 4 5 */- ? * 
held my interest 

4. Effectiveness of the trainer in 1 2 3 4 5 V. ^ 
presenting material 

5. The effectiveness of the Opening 1 2 3 4 5 5-^ 
Activity to set the stage for 



training 

6. Managing Surface Behavior 12 3 4 5 

7. Work Makes the World Go Round 1 2. 3 4 5 

8. Dear Abby 12 3 4 5 
COMMENTS : 



5.^ 
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EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSION #3 

PROJECT CRITERIA 
6/24/81 
Richmond Public Schools 



The results of this instrument will be used by Project CRITERIA staff to document training 
as well as modify areas as needed. You are not asked to identify yourself, thus your 
anonymity is assured. 

dn a scale of 1 to 5 (five beinghigh)^ rate the folldwihg items relative to the 
information in the packet. Circle your choice for each item. 



1. Orgahizatidn of material 

2. The clarity of the content 

3. The degree to whfch the content 
held my interest 

4. Effectiveness of trainers in 
presenting material 

5. The effectiveness of the Opening 
Activity to set the stage for 
training 

5. Peer Tutbririg Model 

7. Work Makes the World Go round 

8. Dear Abby 



2 
2 
2 



2 
2 
2 



3 
3 
3 



4 
4 
4 



4 
4 
4 



X 
v.? 



COMMENTS 



ii3 



ERIC 
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EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSION #4 

PROJECT CRITERIA 
6/25/81 
Richmbrid Public Schools 



The results of this instrument will be used bjy' project CRITERIA Staff to document training 
as well as modify areas as needed. YbU are not asked to identify yourself, thus your 
ahbhyniity is assured. 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (five bring high), rate the following items relative to the 
information in the packet. Circle your choice for each item. 

1. Organization of material 1 2 3 4 5 H*^ 

2. The clarity of the eshtent 1 2 3 4 5 7 



3- The degree to which the content 12 3 4 5 

held my interest 

4. Effectiveness of trainers in 12 3 4 5 

presenting material 



The effectiveness of the Opening 
Activity to set the stage for 
training 



8. Wrap Up 12 3 4 5 

COMMENTS : 



6. Adaptations Model 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Work Makes the World Go RdUrid 1 2 3 4 5 
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EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSION #5 
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PROJECT CRITERIA 
9/11/81 
Richmond Public i-chooTs 



The results of this instrument wil 1 be used by Project CRITERIA staff to document training 
as well as modify areas as needed. You are not asked to identify yourself, thus your 
anonymity is assured. 

On a scale df 1 to 5 (five being high), rate the foil owing items relative to the 
information in the packet. Circle your choice for each item. 



1. The Big Bust 1 2 3 4 5 

2. Everyone Needs Guidelines 12 3 4 5 

3. Mousetraps 12 3 4 5 

4. You Gotta Have A Plan 12 3 4 5 

5. Shout It Out 12 3 4 5 
COMMENTS : 



H. I 

I. 1 



lis 
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EVALUATION OF TRAINING SESSION #6 



PROJECT CRITERIA 
10/30/81 
Richmond Public Schools 



On a scale of 1 to 5 (five being high), rate the effectiveness of the presentation/acti viti( 
in preparing yoa to deliver the CAP module. 



1. We're Glad You Are Here 



2. Model Presentation of CAP Module 



3. Model of Introductory Activity 



4. Model of Formative Activity 



5. Model of Appl ication Activity 



6. Ease oh Down the Road 



7. Plani Plan, Plan 



8. The World of Work 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 2 3 4 5 



1 

1 
1 
1 



2 
2 
2 
2 



3 4 



3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 



5 
5 
5 
5 



-i 



9. Comments 
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PROJECT CRITERIA TRAINING 
SESSION #7 

RPS Spring, January 8, 1982 



The results of this instrument ifil^ be used by Project Criteria Staff to 
document training as well as modi^ areas as needed i Yba are not asked to 
identify yourself, thus your anonynrity is assured. On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 
being high), rate the following items relative to the information in the 
packet. Circle your choice for each item^ 



i ITEM RATING SCALE 















J 




Bumper Stickers 


i 2 


3 


4 


5 


4.6 


2. 


Presentation Skills 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


4.8 


3. 


Preseritatidh of Packet MSB 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


4.8 


4. 


Application Activitjr 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


4.8 


5. 


It's An Interview 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


4.6 


6. 


Plan and Practice 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


4.8 



eeMMENTS: 



SUGGESTIONS: 
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PROJECT CRITERIA TRAINING 
SESSION #8 



RPS Spring i February 2, 1982 



The results of this ihstrumeht will be used by Project Criteria Staff to 
document training as well as modify areas as needed. Ton are not asked_td 
identify yourself, thus your anonymity is assured. On a scale of_l to 5 
(5 being high), rate the following items relative to the ihfdrmatidri in the 
packet. Circle your choice for each item. 











LOCALE 






1 . Opening Activity 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




2. Presentation of PRT 


1 


2 


3 




5 


Hi 


3. Make & Take 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 




4. What's Your Role 


1 


t 


3 


. 4 


5 





Comments: 



Suggestions : 



I 

lis 



PROJECT CRITERIA TRAININ8 
SESSION #9 



RPS Spring, March 29, 1982 



The results of this instrument will be used by Project Criteria Staff to 
document training as well as Tibdify areas as heeded. You are hot asked 
to identify yourself, thus your anbhyroity is assured. Oh a scale of 1 to 
5 (5 being high), rate the foil owihg items relative to the information in 
the packet. Circle your choice for each item. 



■ ITEM 



RATING SCALE 



1. Opening Activity 



2. Presentation of A0P Part I 



Presentation of ADP Part II 



4. What you See Is What Ybu Set 



5. Wrap Up of Project 



COMMENTS: 



SUGGESTIONS: 
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CYCLE II 

Project CRITERIA Traihihg Sessidh # 1 

RPS Summer, 1982 
6/28/82 

The results of this instrameht will be used by Project eRlTERIA staff to documeht 
training as well as modify areas as needed- Yoa are not asked to identify yourself, 
thus your anonymrty Js assured. 

. «; _ . . . . .... ...... . . . 



On 
to 


a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being high Or positive) ^ 
the information in the training session. 


rate the following 


i terns 


• relative 




ITEM 


RATING -SCAtE 






1 . 


Orgariizatibh of material 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 




2. 


The clarity of the content 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


%8 


3. 


The degree to which the content held 
my interest 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 




4. 


Effectiveness of trainer in presenting 
materi al 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 




5. 


the effectiveness Of the Opening Activity 
to set the stage for training 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


¥f 


6. 


Regina Richnrond 


1 i 


3 


4 


5 




7. 


eharatteri sties and Attitudes Model 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 




8. 


How Much Do You KhbW 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


'i.l 


9. 


Dear Regina 


1 2 


3 


4 


5 


J.7 



Comments : 



Suggestions : 



S9 
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CYCLE II. 

Project CRITERIA Training Session # 2 



RPS SUitStier, i982 
6/29/82 

The results of this instrument will be used by Project -CRITERIA staff to^document 
training as well as modify areas as needed. You are not asked to identify yourselt, 
thus your anonymity is assured. 

On a scale of to 5 (5 being' high or positive), rate the following items relative 
to the inf rmatioh in the training session. 



1. 
2. 
3. 



5. 
7. 

8. 
9. 



■ ITEM • 
•Jrqanization of material 
The clarity of the content 



RATING SCALE 



The degree to which the content held 
my interest 

Effectiveness of trainers in presenting . 
material 

The effectiveness of the Open i.hg Activity 
to set the stage for training 

Everyone Needs Guidelines 



Avoiding Mousetraps or Getting Away 
with the Cheese 



You Gotta Have a Plan 
Shout It Out 



2 
2 



2 
2 

2 
2 
2 



4 
4 



4 
4 

4 

^4 
4 



X 

Hi 



Comments : 
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CYetE II _ 
Project CRITERIA training Session P 3 

RPS ' Summer i 1982 ^ 
6/30/82 

the results of this instrument will b e as ed by Pr o j ec t GRITERIA s t af f to 
document training as well as modi f y areas as needed. You are not asked 
to identify yourself, thus your anonymity is assured. 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being high or po s i t ive ) ^ _ r a t e the following items 
relative to the informa::ion in the training session. - 

ITEM RATING SCALE ^ 

1. Organization of material 12 3 4 5 5»0 

The clarity of the content 12 3 4 5 H.^ 



2, 

3. The degree to which the content held 
my in teres t 

4. Effectiveness of trainers in presenting 
ma t er ial 

5. The effectiveness of the Opening Activity 
to set the stage for training 

6. Model of Self Concept Packet 

7. We Need Your Suggestions 

8. Plan, Plan, Plan 
9 . Le t ' s Begin 



Commen t s ; 



4.^ 



1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


5,0 



S a gge s t ions 
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CYCLE II 

i 

Project CRITERIA Training Session ♦/ 4 

RPS Fall, 1982 
9/16/82 



The results cf -this instrument will be used by Project CRITERIA staff to 
dbcuinent training as well as modify areas as needed. You are not asked 
to identify yourself, thus your anonymity is assured. 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being high) rate the following items relative 
to the infdnnation and experiences during this training session. 



ITEM . RATING SCALE 



1. 


Opening Activity 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 


2 . 


Let's Cdflmunicate 


i 


3 


3 




5 


3. 


Super Blooper Solutions 


1 


2 


3 




5 


4 . 


Self Concept Feedback & Practice 


± 


2 


3 




5 

< 


5 . 


Characteristics Feedback & Practice 


i 


1 


3 


ii 


5 


6. 


Nitty Gritty 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 



Suggestions : 



Commenta : 
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CYCLE II 

Project CRITERIA Training Sessibh # 5 
1/7/83 

>The results of this instrument will be used by Project CRITERIA staff to document 
training as well as modify areas as needed. You are not asked to identify 
yourself, thus your aridriymity is assured. 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being high or.ppsitive) , rate the following items relative 
to the information in the training session. 





ITEM 




RATING 


SCALE 






7 




Orqahizatiori of material 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




2. 


The clarity of the content 


1 


^2 


3 


4 


5 




3. 


The degree to which the content held 
my interest 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


1.1 


4. 


Effectiveness of trainers in jaresenting 
material 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




5. 


The effectiveness of the Opening Activity 
to set the stage for training 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




6. 


Model of Managing Surface Behavior 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 




7. 


Presehtatidh Skills Brushup 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 




8. 


Forms and Materials 


1 


- 2 


3 


4 


5 




9. 


Plan and Practice Time 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 





Comments : 
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•GYetE II 

Project CRITERIA Training Session § 6 
2/4/83 

fhe resUUs of this ihstrument will be used by Project CRITERIA staff to document 
training as well as modify areas as needed. You are not aslced to identify 
yourself, thus your anonymity is assured. 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being high or positive), rate the fbllbwing items relative 
to the information in the training session. 



ITEM 

1. Organization of material 

2. The clarity of the content 



3. The degree to which the coriteht held 
my interest 

4. Effectiveness_pf trainers in 
presenting material 

5. The effectiveness of the Opening Activity 
to set the stage for training 

6. Model of Adaptations Packet 

7. Fbrms and Materials 

8. Plan and Practice Time 

eOMMENTS : , 



RATI N G SCA LE 



2 
2 

2 

2 

2 
2 
2 
2 



3 
3 



4 
4 



5 
c 



SUGGESTIONS: 



CYCLE ii 

Project CRITERIA Training Session i 7 
3/4/83 

The results of this instrument will be used by Project CRITERIA staff to 
document training as well as modify areas as needed. You are not asked to 
identify yourself, thus your ahbhymity is assured. 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being high or positive) ^ rate the following items 
relative to the ihfdrmatibri in the training session. 



1 . 

2 

3, 



ITEH 

Orgahizatidh of material 
The clarity of the cbriterit 



RATING SCALE 



6. 
7. 
8. 



The degree to which the content held 
my interest 

Effectiveness of trainers in presenting 
material 

the effectiveness Of the Opening Activity 
to set the stage for training 

Model Of Peer Tutoring Packet 

Evaluation and Wrap up 

Plan and Practice time 



2 
2 
2 



2 
2 
2 



3 

3 

3 



3 

3 
3 



4 
4 
4 

4 

4 

4 
4 
4 



5 
5 
5 



5 
5 
5 



COMMENTS : 



SUGGESTIONS; 
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APPENDIX e 



Posttest Scores on 
Field Consultants 



FIELD eeNSUbTANTS X POSTTEST SeORES 116 
GN 8 INSERVieE MODUbES 
CHESTERFIELD COUNTY 

MODULE TITLE N Field Cdhsultahts J% 

Phasing 63 89.9 

Public Law 94-142 67 89.7 

Special Education/Related Services 52 97.9 

Managing Surface Behavior 57 98.9 

Behavior Management 63 92.9 

Assessment and Educational Planning 68 96.6 

Adaptatidhs 70 99.3 

Peer Tutoring 71 95. 3 
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FIELD CONSULTANTS X" POST TEST 
SCORES ON 4 INSERViCE MODUhES 
RICHMOND PUBbie SCHSebS CYChE I 



MODULE JlTLE N Field CbrisuUarits t% 

Charaeteri sties. Attitudes, arid Phasirig 46 79.5 

Managing Surface Behaviors 46 . 97.1 

Adaptations 43 93.4 

• r 

Peer Tutoring 37 95.9 
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FIELD CONSULTANTS X POST TEST 
SCORES ON 5 INSERVICE MODULES 
RICHMOND PUBLIC SCHOOLS CYCLE II 



MCO ULE TITLE . N Field CbhsUltarits 

Characteristics, Attitades, and Phasing 38 

Managing Surface Behaviors 41 

Adaptations 39 

Peer Tutoring 36 

S:-.^lf Concept 39 
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APPENDIX D 
Posttest Scores on Teachers 



• 
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TEACHER'S X POSTTESt SCORES 
ON 7 INSERVICE MODULES 
CHESTERFIELD COUNTY 



MODULE TITLE N. Teachers B 

Phasing 862 91.13 

Pablic Law 94-142 848 83.70 

Special Education/Related Services 793 92.92 

Managing Surface Behavior 814 96.90 

Behavior Management 812 95.52 

Assessment S Educationai Fianning 790 97; 32 

Adaptations 796 98.85 
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TEAeRER'S I P9ST. TEST SGGRES 

eN 4 MBDUtES_ _ 

RieHMBND PUBbie SGH00I-S CYCLE I 



MeeUtE TITLE 




of Teachers 



X% 



126 



CHaracttristicSi Attitudes, and Phasing 365 



81.5 



Managing Surface Behaviors 



343 



90.9 



Adapatations 
Peer Tutoring 



331 



338 



93.8 



86.6 
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TEACHERS* X POSTTEST SCQRES 
ON 5 iNSERViee MOBUbES 

RicHMONb PUBLIC seHoets evetE ii 



121 



MODULE TIT LE 

Characteristics, Attitudes i and Phasing 
Managing Surface Behaviors 
Adajjtations 
Peer Tutoring 
Self Concept 



N of Teachers 

245 

205 

236 

249 

242 



B 
83.5 
89.8 
94.2 
96.2 
81.6 
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APPENDIX E 

Field Consultants Evaluation 
: of Preparation 
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FIELD CONSULTANTS' EVALUATION OF PREPARATION 
TO DELIVER 7 INSERVICE MODULES* 
CHESTERFIELD COUNTY 



122 



MODULE TITLE 



CONTENT 



iNTRODUeTORY 
ACTIVITY 



FORMATIVE 
ACTIVITY 



APPtieATlQN 
ACTIVITY • 



Phasing 



7.8 



7.8 



7.8 



7.5 



Public Law 



7.0 



7.3 



6.9 



7.0 



Special Education/ 
Related Services 



7.7 



7.0 



7.7 



7.7 



Managing Surface 
Behavior 



7.6 



7.7 



7.6 



7;4 



Behavior Management 7.3 



7.4 



7.4 



7.2 



Assessment and 
Edacatiohal Planning 



6.9 



7.0 



7.4 



7.1 



Adaptations 



7.4 



7.3 



7.7 



7.t 



*The mean scores are based on a scale of 1-8. 
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FIELD CONSULTANTS' EVALUATION OF PREPARATION 
TO DELIVER 4 INSERVICE MODULES* 
RICHMOND PUBLIC SCHOOLS CYCLE I 



MODULE TITLE 



CONTENT 



INTRODUCTORY 
A CTIVITY — 



FORMATIVE 
ACTIVITY 



APPLICATION 
ACTIVITY 



Characteristics , 

Attitudes & Phasing 



4.8 



4.8 



4;7 



4.0 



Managing Surface 
Behaviors 



5.0 



4.9 



5.0 



5.0 



Adaptations 



Peer Tutbri rig 



5.0 



4.5 



5.0 
4.9 



3.1 
4.0 



5.0 
4.9 



*The mean scores are based on a scale of 1-5. 
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FIELD CONSULTANTS • EVALUATliDN OF PREPARATION 
TO DELIVER 5 INSERVICE MODULES* 
RICHMOND PUBLIC SCHOOLS CYCLE II 



124 



MOBUhE TITtE 



eONTENT 



iNTROBueTOR? 
ACTIVITY 



FORMATIVE 
ACTIVITY 



APPLICATION 
ACTIVITY 



CHaraeteri sties , 
Attitudes & Phasing 



4.7 



5.0 



4.8 



4.3 



Hahagihg Surface 
Behaviors 



4.4 



4.5 



4.6 



4.4 



Adaptations 



Peer Tutoring 



Self Concept 



4.5 



4.8 



4.7 



4.5 
5.0 
4.5 



4.5 
4.8 

4;7 



4.5 
4.9 
4.8 



*The mean scores are based on a scale of 1-5. 
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APPENDIX F 
PROGRAM CHANGES 



April 9* 1982 



Ms^Gl brlaJdhhsdn 

USOE - GPMD 

ROB #3 Room 5715 

400 Maryland Avenue, S.W. 

Washington, b.C. 20202 

Dear Ms. Johnson: 

I spoke with you on the phone on 4/6/82 to negotiate rny grant 
(6008001404). Please find enclosed three copies of: Section A of 
the Budget, Table 2, the Budget and Budget Justiflcatlbrti arid cover 
sheet signed by Herbert ehirmslde. 

As a result of thi decreased fundi hgj deletions and modifica- 
tions are necislssary. These are listed below: 

1. First ^ear cycle Richmond trainers will not be carried 
over for the original ly scheduled three days. 

2. Second _year cycle Richmond trainers will receive four 
days of training In i52-83,_as opposed to the originally 
scheduled elghtdays. Richmond Schools Is trying to 
get funds to expand this but^o^date no funds have 
been conmltted for substitute release. 

3. One of the three days of summer training will be used 
for modeling of a finalized training module. 

4. There will be rib cbrisultarits fbr techrtlcal assistance 
arid evaluattbri. The cbnsultiht for training the trainers 
has been reduced from 28 tb 5 days and currently trained 
trainers from the first cycle will be used free of grant 
charge. 

5. Travel for dissemination purposes will be eliminated. 

If you have any questions, please let me know. My phone riurfter at 
VCU Is (804) 257-1305. I appreciate your assistance. 

Sincerely^ 



Rosemary tamblei Ed.D. 
Assistant Prbffessbr 

Rt:mc 

Enclosures 

school of Education • Oliver Hall Soath • 1015 Weai. Main Sireei • Richmond. Virginia 23284 
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SUflMATIVE QUESTIONNAIRES 
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TEACHERS 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

EVALUATION OF PROJECT CRITERIA 

Social Security # - (1-9) ' Schooi (11-12) 

Prbfessional (14) Sex (19) 

1. Regular teache r - 1- Female 

2. Special teacher 2. Male 



726 



3. Other- 



Age— -^_^( 16-17) Years Teaching (21-22) 

The results of this instrument will be used by Project CRITERIA staff to evaluate the 
project. You are not asked to identify yourself ^ thus your aribriymity is assured. We 
do need to use your social security number^ but only to cbrrbbbrate information on 
the questionnaire if there are errors in coding. 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being "much" or "positive" and 1 being "little" or "negative"), 
rate the following items relative to Project CRITERIA training. 



ITEM RATING SCALE 

1 2 3 4 5 (24) 



1. The degree to which I feel prepared to educate handicapped 
students itl the regular classroom. 



2. The degree to which I understand the reasons that handicapped _ _ _ _ 
students encounter difficulty in achieving success. 12 3 4 5 (26) 

3. My attitude toward educating mildly handicapped pupils in 

regular classrooms for portions of the school day is: 12 3 4 5 (28) 

4. The degree to which I feel comfortable in teaching handicapped 

students in the regular classroom. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ i^^^ 



5. The extent to which I used techniques in the classroom that 
I learned from the training. 

6. The arribuht of progress handicapped students in my class 
have made . *^ 

7. The degree to which I believe the handicapped students in my 
class are adjusted. 



1 2 3 4 5 (32) 
1 2 3 4 5 (34) 



1 2 3 4 5 (36) 

8. the effectiveness of using building level perabrinel as trainers. 12 3 4 5 (38) 

9. To what extent do I heed additional ihservice on mains treamirig . 1 2 3 4 5 (40) 

id. 



My rating of the usefulness of the Self-Concept -Module . 1 2 3 4 5 NA (42) 

1 2 3 4 5 (44) 



11. My rating of the_ usefulness of the Characteristics, Attitudes, 
and Phasing Mbdule- 



12. My rating of the usefulness of the Managing Surface Behavior 
Module. 

13. My rating of the usefulness of the Adaptations of Materials ^ 
Assignments and instruction Module. 

14; My rating of the usefulness of the Peer Tutbrihg Module. 



1 2 3 4 5 (46) 

r- 

1 2 3 4 5 (48) 
1 2 3 4 5 (50). 
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-TRAINERS .- 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

EVALUATION OF PROJECT CRITERIA 

^ . _ . .... ....... 

Social Security P ~ ~ (1-^9) Schoo l (11-12) 



Professional (14) Sex (19) 

1. Regular Teacher li Female^ 

2. Special Teache r — 2; Male 

3. Other 



Age_ 



(16-17) Years Working in Education (21-22) v 



The results of this instrument will be used, by Project CRITERIA staff to evaluate^ the prbj€ 
You are not asked to identify yourself, thus your anonymity is assured. We dp heed to use 
your social security nranber, but only to corroborate information on the questionnaire if 
there are errors in coding* 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being "strongly agree"_ahd 1 being "strongly, disagree"), rate 
the following items relative to Project CRITERIA. 

ixm RATING SCALE 



1. 


Referrals to special education have increased. 


i 


2 


3 


4 


5 


tz4J 


2. 


The activities in the training modules were effective. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(26) 


3. 


There was too much information presented in the sessions - 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(28) 


4. 


The modeling of the modules by grant staff was beneficial. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(30) 


5. 


There was not enough time to prepare for the presentations. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(32) 


6* 


The topics /content of the modules were relevant. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(34) 


7. 


Shorter inservice sessions were heeded. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(36) 


8. 


The manner of style of the modules was immature. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(38) 


9. 


Referrals to special educatibh have decreased. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(40) 


10. 


The modules were mbtivatihg and interesting. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(42) 


11. 


We shbt.'!d have been able to adapt the modules to meet the 
heeds bur own school building staff. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(44) 


12. 


Teachers applied techniques learned ±n their classrooms. 


1^ 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(46) 


13. 


The written modules were easy to follow and well brgahized. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(48) 


14. 


Teachers* attitudes about teaching hahdicapped studehts in 
their classes improved. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(50) 


15. 


the use of team members to deliver the training was beneficial. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(52) 


15. 


It was effective tb have building level trainers making the 
presehtatibhs. 


1 


2 


3 


4 


5 


(54) 
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APPENDIX H 
FORMATIVE QUESTIONNAIRES 



EVAtUATiQN QF TRAINING FORM (iFORM #2) 

128 

Check Om^ Title of Packet ^Specify) 

Regular Teacher 

Special Teacher ^ 

Orher . ' 



School (.Specify) 



The results of Lhis instrument will be used by Project CRITERIA Staff tg-^^^^^ 
training as well, as TOdify areas as ne You are not asked to Identify your- 

self, thus your anonymity is assured. 

On a scale of 1 to 8, (8 being hjghl, rate the followl^ng Items relative to the 
information In the packet. If the training took several sessions, rate as a total 
packet (not just the last, sessions), Circle your choice for each item. 

ITEM RATING SCALE 



1. The clarity of the content , 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



2. The degree to which the content held rny - 
interest 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

3. The usefulness of the information for 
teachers in working with handicapped 

children 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



4. The effectiveness of the Opening Activity 

to set the stage for training 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

5. The effectiveness of _the activities during- - - - - 

the sessibri to clarify the content material 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

6. The effectiveness of the activities in 

providing meaningful practice 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 



7. The effectiveness of the trainers in ----- 
presenting material 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 

8. At this point in time, the degree to which 
I feel prepared to educate haridi capped 

students in the regular classroom 12 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9. At this point in tj me, m attitude toward educating mildly handicapped pupils 
in regular classrooms for portions of the Ihstructional day is 

1 2 3 4 5 6 ^ ^ 

unfavorable neutral favorable 
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EVAbUATieN eF TRAINING F0RM (FORM # 2) 

Title of Module (Specify) 
School (Specify) 



Check One _ 

Regular leacher 
Special Education 
Other 



The results of this Instrument will be used by Project eRITERIA staff to document 
training as well as modify areas as needed. You are not asked to identify 
yourself, thus your anonymity is assured. 

On a scale of 1 to 5 (5 being high), rate the following items relative to the 
information in the inservice. Oircle your choice for each item. 

ITEM ' RATING SCAIE 

1. The clarity of the-ebriterit 12 3 4 5 

2. The degree to which the content held 

my interest 1 2 3 4 5 

3. The usefuTriess of the ihformatibn for 

teachers in working with handicapped 1 2 3 4 5 . 
students- 

4. The effectiveness of the Opening Activity - - 
to set trie stage for training 1 2 3 4 5 

5. The effectiveness of the activities during. _ _ _ _ 

the session to clarify the content material 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

5. The effectiveness of the acW^ities in 

providing meaningful practice 1 2 3 4 5 NA 

7. The effectiveness of the trainers in 

presenting material 12 3 4 5 

8. At this point in time, the degree - 
I feel prepared tp_educate handicapped 1 2 3 4 5 
students in the regular classroom 

9. At this point in time^ my attitude toward educating mildly handicapped 
students in regular classrooms for portions of the instructional day is: 

1 _ 2 3 : 4 5 

unfavorable neutral favorable 



